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VOORWOORD  

 

 
Ruim elf jaar heb ik aan dit proefschrift gewerkt. Tijdens deze periode hebben velen mij 

gestimuleerd en gesteund. Enkelen hebben mij geholpen moeilijke periodes te overwinnen. 

Zonder de hulp van mijn ouders en mijn kinderen zou ik dit proefschrift nooit hebben kunnen 

voltooien. Ook mijn vrienden en buren ben ik veel dank verschuldigd.  

 

In de jaren negentig introduceerde mijn promotor Herwi Rikhof mij in de theologie van de 

Triniteit en het onderzoek naar Thomas van Aquino. Zijn colleges waren inspirerend. Beide 

onderwerpen komen terug in mijn proefschrift. Mijn dank gaat uit naar zijn stimulans en 

goede adviezen.  

 

Vanaf het moment dat mijn promotor Judith Frishman hoorde van mijn plannen om mij te 

gaan verdiepen in de middeleeuwse godsdienstdebatten tussen christenen en joden, heeft zij 

mij de weg gewezen in de middeleeuwse rabbijnse literatuur. Talrijke keren hebben wij 

samen rabbijnse teksten gelezen. Deze momenten zijn mij bijzonder dierbaar. Ik ben haar 

dankbaar voor haar tijd, kennis en gastvrijheid.  

 

Marcel Poorthuis en Pim Valkenberg stonden aan de basis van mijn onderzoek. Marcel bracht 

mij op het spoor van de Pugio fidei en zijn auteur Raimundus Martini. Ik wil hem verder 

bedanken voor de vele literatuurtips die hij mij in het vervolg van mijn onderzoek gaf. Pim 

Valkenberg ben ik erkentelijk voor het feit dat hij mij introduceerde in de kwestie van de 

middeleeuwse christelijke apologetiek, die theologen als Thomas van Aquino en Raimundus 

Martini in hun werk hanteerden.  

 

Van onschatbare waarde waren de bijeenkomsten van de onderzoeksgroep Thomas van 

Aquino voor mij. Ik nam eraan deel in de periode dat ik als aio aan de voormalige Katholieke 

Theologische Universiteit in Utrecht (nu: Faculteit Katholieke Theologie van Tilburg 

University) verbonden was. Veel en veelzijdig Thomas-onderzoek kwam langs en ik voelde 

mij met mijn Martini-onderzoek wel eens een vreemde eend in de bijt. Maar de kennis en  

onderzoeksexpertise die ervaren theologen tijdens deze bijeenkomsten deelden, was een 

belangrijke leerschool. De opbouwende kritiek op de concepten van hoofdstukken die ik er 

mocht presenteren, heb ik zeer gewaardeerd.  

 

Henk Schoot, toen secretaris van de onderzoeksgroep en nu directeur van het Thomas 

Instituut in Utrecht, heeft mij begeleid in de wankele fase dat ik bezig was met het formuleren 

van mijn onderzoeksvoorstel en, nogmaals, toen mijn promotor Herwi Rikhof wegens ziekte 

langdurig afwezig was. Nadat ik twee jaar geleden de handdoek in de ring had gegooid, heeft 

Henk mij geholpen de draad weer op te pakken en voor de benodigde middelen gezorgd, 

zodat ik de laatste hobbels voor de afronding van dit proefschrift kon nemen. Ik ben hem 

hiervoor heel erg dankbaar. Ook Harm Goris wil ik bedanken. Of het nu ging om zaken uit de 

middeleeuwse scholastiek, om details uit het Thomas-onderzoek of om schijnbaar duistere 

passages in Martini’s Latijn, hij stond altijd voor me klaar. Een zeldzame kwaliteit. Cristina 

Pumplun, voormalig studiesecretaris van het Thomas Instituut, dank ik voor haar 

aanhoudende enthousiasme over mijn onderwerp en haar ondersteuning bij praktische zaken.  

 

Stefan Mangnus, mijn collega-aio bij de onderzoeksgroep, dank ik voor zijn collegialiteit, 

wijze levenslessen en het voorbeeld van zijn nooit aflatende aandacht voor de middeleeuwse 

bronteksten. Ook enkele andere collega-aio’s van de faculteit wil ik noemen. Met Guus 



x 

 

Timmerman heb ik samen talrijke smakelijke maaltijden en gesprekken gedeeld. Met Ruben 

van Luijk in een later stadium ook. Van mijn collega’s buiten de faculteit wil ik met name 

Görge Hasselhoff noemen. Hij was geïnteresseerd in de geschriften van Raimundus Martini 

en ontving me een week in Bonn tijdens de eerste fase van mijn onderzoek. Hij stelde de 

juiste vragen. Tijdens de afronding van mijn manuscript was hij bovendien degene die mij 

‘bijpraatte’ over recente publicaties van de onderzoekers die bezig zijn met een kritische 

editie van de Pugio fidei. Ik vind het groots dat hij een groep onderzoekers heeft geformeerd, 

die de moed en motivatie heeft om de eerste kritische editie van de Pugio fidei te realiseren. 

Het is waar monnikenwerk, maar een prachtige geste aan komende generaties mediëvisten en 

theologen.  

 

Zonder de hulp van Alexis Szejnoga had ik dit proefschrift niet durven publiceren. Hij heeft 

veel tijd gestoken in de correctie van de tekst en mij behoed voor neerlandismen, 

hypercorrecties en andere onbezonnenheden waaraan een Fries zich in het Engels schuldig 

kan maken. Wil Heus en Paul Hensels, mijn docenten Latijn van weleer, dank ik voor hun 

adviezen bij diverse vertaalkwesties.  

  

Mgr. Wim Eijk wil ik bedanken voor zijn vertrouwen. In de periode dat hij bisschop van 

Groningen-Leeuwarden was, heeft hij vanuit het bisdom cofinanciering voor mijn aio-plaats 

in Utrecht beschikbaar gesteld. Het bestuur van de Stichting Thomasfonds dank ik voor de 

financiële middelen die men beschikbaar heeft gesteld om de finale fase van dit proefschrift te 

kunnen voltooien.    

 

Mijn voormalige collega’s bij de Waddenacademie en mijn huidige bij Film in Friesland en 

Tresoar wil ik bedanken voor de openheid waarmee zij mij na mijn ‘Utrechtse periode’ 

ontvingen en voor de nieuwe kansen en inspiratie die ik bij hen kreeg. Mijn naaste collega’s 

bij het Fries Film Archief en de geweldige groep vrijwilligers die daar actief is, bedank ik 

voor de belangstelling voor dat ‘vorige leven’ van mij, waarin ik nog bezig was met een 

proefschrift.  

 

 

         

 

 

   



xi 

 

ABBREVIATIONS 
 

 

AA   Anthologica Annua 

AD   Archivo Dominicano 

AFP   Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 

AHAM   Acta Historica et Archaeologica Mediaevalia 

AHDLMA  Archives d’Histoire Doctrinales et Littéraire du Moyen Age 

AHR   American Historical Review 

AIEC   Anuari de l’Institut d’Estudis Catalans 

ASCF   Anuari de la Societat Catalana de Filosofia 

ASOP   Analecta Sacri Ordinis fratrum Praedicatorum 

AST   Analecta Sacra Tarraconensia 

BPhM   Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 

BSAL   Bolletí de la Societat Arqueologica Luliana 

BT   Babylonian Talmud 

BZ   Biblische Zeitschrift 

CCCM   Corpus Christianorum. Continuatio Mediaevalis 

CCSL   Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina 

CF   Cahiers de Fanjeaux 

CHR   Catholic Historical Review 

CI Raymond Martin, Capistrum Iudaeorum, A. Robles Sierra (ed.), 

Raimundi Martini Capistrum Iudaeorum. Texto crítico y traducción (2 

vols.), Würzburg 1990, Altenberge 1993 

CT   La Ciencia Tomista 

DC   Doctor Communis 

DeutR   Deuteronomy Rabbah 

DRF Thomas Aquinas, De rationibus fidei, ed. Leonina 40, B-C (1968) 

DSM Raymond Martin (?), De seta Machometi, J. Hernando (ed.), ‘Ramón 

Martí (s. XIII). De seta Machometi o De origine, progressu, et fine 

Machometi et quadruplici reprobatione prophetiae eius’, AHAM 4, 

Barcelona 1983, 9-63 

EB   Estudios Bíblicos 

EF   Estudios Filosóficos 

EJ   Encyclopaedia Judaica (22 vols.), Detroit 2007 [2d ed.] 

EL   Estudios Lulianos 

ESA Raymond Martin, Explanatio simboli Apostolorum, J. March (ed.), ‘En 

Ramón Martí y la seva “Explanatio simboli Apostolorum”’, AIEC 2, 

Barcelona 1908, 443-496. 

EV   Escritos del Vedat 

FJB   Frankfurter Judaistische Beiträge 

GenR   Genesis Rabbah 

GenR MhD  Genesis Rabbah of Moses ha-Darshan  

HJ   Historia Judaica 

HJGG   Historisches Jahrbuch der Goerres Gesellschaft 

HTR   Harvard Theological Review 

HUCA   Hebrew Union College Annual 

JEH   Journal of Ecclesiastical History 

JJS   Journal of Jewish Studies 

JPh   Journal of Philology 



xii 

 

JQR   Jewish Quarterly Review 

KS   Kirjath Sepher 

LamR   Lamentations Rabbah 

LevR   Leviticus Rabbah 

LSC   La Scuola Cattolica 

MA   Le Moyen Age 

MC   Miscelanea Comillas 

ME   Medieval Encounters 

MGH   Monumenta Germaniae Historica 

MH   Missionalia Hispanica 

MidrPss  Midrash Psalms 

MM   Miscellanea Mediaevalia 

MN   Maimonides, More Nevukim 

MOPH   Monumenta Ordinis Praedicatorum Historica 

MS   Mediaeval Studies 

MWJ   Magazin für die Wisenschaft des Judenthums 

NumR   Numeri Rabbah  

OLA   Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 

PF Raymond Martin, Pugio fidei, J. Carpzov (ed.), Raymundi Martini 

ordinis praedicatorum Pugio fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, Leipzig 

1687 [repr. Farnborough 1967]  

PL   J. P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus Series Latina 

PT   Palestinian Talmud 

RA   Revue Africaine 

RB   Revue des Bibliothèques 

RET   Revista Española de Teología 

RF   Razón y Fe    

REJ    Revue des Etudes Juives 

RHI   Revista de Historia das Ideas 

ROL   Raimundi Lulli Opera Latina, F. Stegmüller e.a. (eds.), vols. 1-5, Palma  

1959-1967; vol. 6 in CCCM, Turnhout 1975 

RTPM   Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 

RQ   Revue de Qumran 

ScG Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, ed. Leonina 13-15 (1918-

1930) 

ST   Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, ed. Leonina 4-12 (1888-1903) 

TCHR   The Catholic Historical Review 

TG   Theoretische Geschiedenis 

TMW   The Muslim World 

ZKT   Zeitschrift für Katholische Theologie 

ZMR   Zeitschrift für Missionswissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 
Twelve years ago, while looking for a research area within the history of the Jewish-Christian 

dialogue, I came across Robert Chazan’s Daggers of Faith. This book changed my life. 

Chazan’s study of thirteenth-century Christian missionizing and the Jewish response, offered 

unknown historical horizons for me. I was preparing for my degree at a school of theology 

where the study of Thomas Aquinas plays an important role.
1
 In a fascinating manner, Chazan 

analyses the life and work of Thomas’s Catalan fellow friars and contemporaries. These 

Dominicans, belonging to the circle surrounding Raymond of Peñafort, former master-general 

of the order (1238-1240), were obsessed by the question of how to enter into a dialogue with 

Jews and Muslims, or in the context of their time: how to defeat them in disputes and convert 

them by preaching. During their efforts, they met resistance from prominent Spanish and 

French rabbis, and maintained close contacts with the great leaders within the order, like Albert 

the Great, Peter of Tarentaise, and Thomas Aquinas. Their ‘theoretician’ was Raymond Martin 

(ca. 1220 – ca. 1285).
2
 He was one of the first recipients of the works by Albert and Thomas. 

I decided to take a deeper look at the religious discussions and confrontations between 

Christians and Jews in Europe during the thirteenth century, in part also because this period 

saw important changes in the views of church leaders, theologians an preachers on the position 

of Judaism within a Christian society. I was intrigued by Jeremy Cohen’s books The Friars 

and the Jews and Living Letters of the Law, in which the author argues that the ascending 

mendicant orders, the Dominicans and the Franciscans,  played an essential part in these 

paradigm changes, as they were the first in the history of Christianity to organise systematic 

preaching against the Jews. Again, the activities of the Catalan Dominicans were an important 

topos of the study. In Chazan’s splendid Barcelona and Beyond, the centre of focus is entirely 

on this group. It concerns a reconstruction of the famous Disputation of Barcelona (1263): the 

topics and motifs involved, the main players, and the resulting developments in the years 

following the disputation. Robert Burns’s publications about the kingdom of Aragon 

introduced me to the historical context in which the clash between the Dominicans and the 

Jews took place. Burns gives much attention to the position of Muslims in the kingdom of 

Aragon, that reconquered large land areas from the Muslims in the first half of the thirteenth 

century: the Balearics, the city of Valencia, the kingdom of Murcia. I also read John Tolan’s 

Saracens, a breath-taking study of Islam in medieval European imagery. 

Gradually, I gained a sharper eye for the different approaches of the scholars and their 

mutual points of discussion. It became ever more clear to me that Raymond Martin’s Pugio 

fidei (‘Dagger of Faith’), the book described by Chazan as ‘Friar Raymond’s landmark work 

[…] the most innovative and comprehensive medieval Christian manual for conversionist 

efforts among the Jews’, was often cited, but had in fact only been given quite summary study.
3
 

                                                 
1
 The Thomas Institute in Utrecht was then part of the Catholic Theological University in Utrecht, now the 

School of Catholic Theology at Tilburg University.  
2
 In Latin: Raimundus Martini; in Catalan: Ramon Martí. I will use the English translation ‘Raymond Martin’, as 

e.g. Robert Chazan and M. Michèle Mulchahey do. Other forms used in English publications are Raymond 

Martini (e.g. Yitzhak Baer, Jeremy Cohen, Robin Vose), Raymund Martini (e.g. Hyam Maccoby), Ramon Martí 

(e.g. Robert Burns, John Tolan, Lucy Pick), and Raymundus Martini (e.g. English wikipedia). The term 

‘theoretician’ was used by Robert Burns in a review article on Jeremy Cohen’s The Friars and the Jews: ‘Anti-

Semitism and Anti-Judaism in Christian History. A Revisionist Thesis’, CHR 70 (1984), 90. 
3
 R. Chazan, Daggers of Faith. Thirteenth-Century Christian Missionizing and Jewish Response, Berkeley 1989, 

1; as to the size of the work, the most important manuscript - ms. Geneviève (13
th

 c.) - is a work of more than 

400 folia, the edition of the work (1651 and 1687) contains almost a thousand pages, which include the 

introduction and the comments of the editors; for manuscripts and editions, see Chapter Two. 
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I was intrigued by the work. With the most important points of discussion between Christianity 

and Judaism as a starting point, Raymond quotes a motley collection of rabbinic manuscripts 

which, in his view, prove that the rabbinic tradition is on the one hand a great ‘dunghill’, while 

on the other hand it contains ‘pearls’ to show that the rabbis are closer to the Christian truths 

than they care to admit. While unrelenting in its negative attitude towards the Talmudic 

tradition, his approach did seem to differ from that in Paris, where during the 1240s the 

Talmud was condemned not once but twice, and in 1242 around ten thousand Talmudic 

manuscripts were burned within thirty-six hours on the Place de Grève. In Barcelona, Jewish 

books were not burned, they were studied and used in order to, as Raymond states in the 

introduction to the Pugio, provide preachers and guardians of the Christian faith with 

arguments, ‘at some times to cut for the Jews the bread of the divine Word in sermons; at other 

times to slit the throat of their impiety and perfidity, and to destroy their pertinacity against 

Christ and their impudent insanity.’
4
 This can hardly be called very peaceful language either, 

but we must bear in mind that this was the language of polemics. Furthermore, while 

condemnation and the burning of books strive to make any intellectual understanding and 

encounter impossible, such understanding and encounter are the very basic conditions that 

make the kind of polemics and apologetics promoted by the Barcelona Dominicans possible. 

Raymond followed the approach of argumenta ab hoste: searching for arguments in religious 

sources considered authoritative by the opponent, in order to turn these arguments against him. 

This brought the Dominicans to studying Hebrew scripture and rabbinic literature with an 

intensity hitherto unknown in Christianity. It all culminated in the Disputation of Barcelona 

(1263), where the method was tested, and two works written by Raymond, the Capistrum 

Iudaeorum (‘Muzzle of the Jews’, 1267) and the already mentioned Pugio fidei (1278), in 

which the method was perfected. Thus, Raymond was called the first ‘Christian Hebraist’.
5
 

When Pope Honorius III confirmed the Dominican order in two papal bulls (1216-1217), he 

predicted that Dominic’s friars would be ‘pugilists of the faith’ and ‘athletes of Christ’.
6
 He 

must have had luminaries such as Raymond Martin in mind. Robin Vose remarks that:  
 

[his] studies make him a unique character, both among friars of the Crown of Aragon and in the 

history of the Dominican Order generally. Apart from being the only medieval friar known for 

certain to have been trained in both Arabic and Hebrew, he was also the only thirteenth-century 

Spanish Dominican to leave any writings at all dealing specifically with either Islam or Judaism.
7
  

 

Raymond dedicated most of his life to Islam and Judaism. Not only was he a scholar writing 

against Islam and Judaism, he was also a student of a Dominican Arabic school (probably in 

Tunis), a preacher to Muslims and Jews, a censor of rabbinic literature, a teacher of Hebrew 

                                                 
4
 PF, prol., n. 3 (2): ‘ad scindendum quandoque Judaeis in sermonibus panem verbi divini; quandoque vero ad 

eorum impietatem atque perfidiam jugulandam’. In the main part of my dissertation I will quote the Pugio from 

its second edition which was published by Johann Benedict Carpzov in Leipzig in 1687: Raymundi Martini, 

Ordinis praedicatorum, Pugio fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, cum observationibus Josephi de Voisin, et 

introductione Jo. Benedicti Carpzovi, qui simul appendicis loco Hermanni Judaei opusculum de sua conversione 

ex mscto Bibliothecae Paulinae Academiae Lipsiensis recensuit, Leipzig 1687 [repr. Farnborough 1967]. My 

references will mention respectively abbreviation of the work (PF), part (and in case of part III also the subpart, 

e.g. III-I), chapter, section, and (between brackets) page in the edition. In 2014 Görge Hasselhoff published a 

critical edition of a small part of the Pugio, part III-I, chs. 1-6: Raimundus Martini. Texte zur Gotteslehre. Pugio 

fidei I-III, 1-6. Lateinisch, Hebräisch/Aramäisch, Deutsch, Freiburg i. B. 2014. When I quote from these 

chapters of the Pugio, I will use Hasselhoff’s edition. The references will be then e.g. PF III-I, c. 2, n. 3 (ed. H, 

52; ed. L[eipzig], 483). The edition of Hasselhoff is a prepublication of a complete, critical edition of the Pugio 

which is in preparation. For more information, see below n. 24. For my choice to base myself mainly on the 

Leipzig edition and not on the manuscript which is considered to be the oldest (ms. Gen), see below, p. 10.   
5
 J. Cohen, Living Letters of the Law. Ideas of the Jew in Medieval Christianity, Berkeley 1999, 343. 

6
 See J. Cohen, The Friars and the Jews. The Evolution of Medieval Anti-Judaism, Ithaca/NY 1982, 37.  

7
 R. Vose, Dominicans, Muslims, and Jews in the Medieval Crown of Aragon, Cambridge 2009, 122. 
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and rabbinics, and perhaps even a royal diplomat to the courts of the emir of Tunis and the king 

of France. His main work and, indeed, ‘in many ways the magnum opus of medieval Christian 

missionizing among the Jews’, was the Pugio.
8
 ‘No other work can match the Pugio fidei for 

its dedicated effort to probe the Jewish psyche, for its massive collection of Jewish sources, or 

for its careful and sophisticated argumentation on the broadest possible range of theological 

issues.’
9
  

The Pugio, it must be noted, was not addressed directly to the Jews. Although it contains 

many biblical and rabbinic Hebrew and Aramaic quotations, it is a Latin work meant for 

Christian readers: a summa and a preaching manual at the same time, a collection and 

refutation of all sorts of Jewish ‘errors’ and objections against the Christian faith; a defence of 

Christian truth.  

 

 

Current Research: State of the Question 

The great diversity characterising Raymond Martin’s life and works, including extraordinary 

elements such as his alleged failed attempt to convert the emir of Tunis to Christianity, results 

in his name cropping up in numerous studies within a range of scholarly disciplines: medieval 

studies, Judaic studies, Arabic studies, Western theology and philosophy, and religious 

studies. I will present a brief summary. 

The earliest modern scientific research into the Pugio dates from the latter half of the 

nineteenth century. Among Jewish scholars there was the question of the authenticity of 

Raymond’s citation from rabbinic literature. The Pugio contains unknown quotes from the 

midrash literature. Some scholars believed that Raymond had invented these himself, and 

questioned his knowledge of Judaism. In this view, he had simply profited from the ignorance 

among his Christian and Jewish audience. This discussion continued until the 1940s, when 

Saul Lieberman demonstrated that Raymond, by the standards of his time, was remarkably 

accurate in quoting his sources.
10

 The discovery of several rabbinic manuscripts proved that 

Raymond’s allegedly fraudulent quotes were drawn from midrash collections that had been 

circulating among Jews in Spain. 

In the early twentieth century, several Christian theologians and historians started research 

into Raymond’s early reception of Thomas Aquinas. The first part of the Pugio contains many 

quotes from Thomas’s Summa contra gentiles. A discussion ensued whether Raymond in turn 

had influenced Thomas. Some scholars stated that he had written the first part of the Pugio as 

early as in the 1250s, and that it was not him quoting Thomas, but the other way around. 

According to Miguel Asín Palacios, he had translated portions of the works by the Muslim 

philosopher Averroes (Córdoba, 1126-1198) for Thomas.
11

 In the late 1960s, this discussion 

took an unexpected turn when Petrus Marc stated, in his introduction to the Marietti edition of 

the Summa contra gentiles, that Thomas had not completed this work until the early 1270s. 

This was partly based on his argument that Thomas had quoted a passage from Raymond’s 

Capistrum (1267). It was the Spanish Dominican Laureano Robles Carcedo who, in the 

1970s, achieved an integrated view on the question of how knowledge was spread within the 

newly founded Dominican order, and convincingly demonstrated that Raymond is quoting 

Thomas in the first part of the Pugio, rather than the other way around.
12

 He does, however, 

                                                 
8
 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 115.  

9
 Ibid.  

10
 S. Lieberman, ‘Raymund Martini and his Alleged Forgeries’, HJ 5 (1943), 87-102. 

11
 M. Asín Palacios, Huellas del Islam. Sto. Tomás de Aquino, Turmeda, Pascal, S. Juan de la Cruz, Madrid 

1941, 11-72 [repr. of: ‘El averroismo teológico de Santo Tomás de Aquino’, Homenaje a D. Francisco Codera 

en su jubilación del profesorado. Estudios de erudición oriental, Zaragoza 1904, 271-331]. 
12

 P. Marc, S. Thomae Aquinatis. Liber de veritate catholicae fidei contra errores infidelium, qui dicitur Summa 

contra gentiles. Cura et studio D. Petri Marc (3 vols.), Turin 1961-1967, vol. 1, Introductio (1967); L. Robles 



4 

 

leave the possibility open that Raymond informed Thomas in the 1250s about Islamic and 

Jewish doctrine, and provided him with translations of Muslim philosophers. 

This discussion resulted in increased attention for the person of Raymond Martin.
13

 In the 

1930s, André Berthier wrote a ground-breaking article in which he examines all works by 

Raymond, including those traditionally ascribed to him but which, as we now know, cannot 

have been written by him.
14

 Furthermore, Berthier introduced an imaginative view on the role 

played by Raymond of Peñafort and Raymond Martin in the French king Louis IX’s 

preparations for his crusade against Tunis (1270). His view on this matter is problematic by 

now, but the value of his research stands beyond question. He demonstrated the historical 

importance of Raymond’s works as a whole, leading to follow-up studies. 

One aspect which has always fired the imagination is the fact that in 1250 Raymond was 

sent with a group of fellow friars to a studium arabicum, a school for Arabic studies within a 

Dominican convent, and that he wrote two apologetic works against Islam in the following 

years. These writings were important for Arabists and scholars examining medieval 

relationships between Christians and Muslims, not only because they contain numerous 

quotes from the Qur’an, the Hadith and Arabian philosophers, but also because of Raymond’s 

views on Muhammad as a prophet, Islam as a religion, and the apologetic method he uses in 

countering Muslim criticism against Christianity. Raymond’s ‘Arabic works’ are discussed in 

studies by Norman Daniel, Marie-Thérèse d’Alverny, Angel Cortabarría and, more recently, 

John Tolan and Ryan Szpiech.
15

 Closely related to this we find research into the so-called 

Dominican studia linguarum (‘language schools’). Because many thirteenth century Acts of 

the Spanish Provincial Chapter of the Dominicans are lost, there are only few historical 

sources available on these Arabic and Hebrew schools. Raymond was a student at an Arabic 

language school, but also a teacher at a Hebrew one. Because of this, his writings give 

valuable, indirect evidence in questions concerning the location, function and curriculum of 

these language schools. In the 1940s, the Spanish historian José Maria Coll conducted 

thorough research into these language schools, that has recently been updated by, among 

others, Michèle Mulchahey and Robin Vose.
16

 

The reception history of Raymond Martin’s work is quite interesting. Although scholars 

claiming that the Pugio was poorly received and little distributed are to a certain extent 

correct,
17

 recent research by Alexander Fidora suggests that the actuality of the Pugio’s early 

reception is more complicated.
18

 The work certainly had genuine influence on contemporary 

and later writers.
19

 In the seventeenth century, the Pugio was rediscovered. An edition was 

                                                                                                                                                         
Carcedo, ‘En torno a una vieja polémica. El “Pugio fidei” y Tomás de Aquino’, RET 34 (1974), 321-350; 35 

(1975), 21-41 [repr. as ch. 10 of Tomás de Aquino, Salamanca 1992, 121-170]. 
13

 Whereas substantial research was done on Raymond’s early reception of Thomas Aquinas, the influence of 

Albert the Great, teacher of both Thomas and Raymond, on the second has not yet been studied fundamentally, 

though  Pedro Ribes made an important start; P. Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno, maestro y fuente del apologeta 

medieval Ramón Martí’, DC 33 (1980), 169-193.  
14

 A. Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste du XIIIe siècle. Raymond Martin O.P.’, AFP 6 (1936), 267-311. 
15

 For references, see Chapter Two, Section Three, Four, and Five, Chapter Three, Section Three. 
16

 For references, see Chapter One, Section Three.   
17

 See e.g. I. Willi-Plein, Th. Willi, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis. Die Begegnung von Judentum, 

Christentum und Islam im 13. Jahrhundert in Spanien, Neukirchen-Vluyn 1980, 34; Vose, Dominicans, 122, 

127.  
18

 A. Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context. The Influence of the Pugio fidei on Ramon Lull, Arnau de Vilanova and 

Francesc Eiximenis’, RTPM 79.2 (2012), 373-397; id. ‘Ponç Carbonell and the Early Franciscan Reception of 

the Pugio fidei’, ME 19 (2013), 567-585. 
19

 See e.g. P. Fumagalli, ‘I trattati medievali “Adversus Judaeos”, il “Pugio Fidei” ed il suo influsso sulla 

concezione christiana dell’ Ebraismo”, LSC 115 (1985), 522-545; H. Jansen, Raymond Martini’s Manuscript 

‘Pugio Fidei’ (‘dolk van het geloof’) infecteert West en Oost. Een receptie-geschiedenis van middeleeuwse 

literatuur over joden (rede uitgesproken bij de aanvaarding van het ambt van bijzonder hoogleraar aan de Vrije 

Universiteit te Brussel, 19-12-1990), Kampen 1990; Willi-Plein, Glaubensdoch und Messiasbeweis, 23-24.  
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published (De Voisin, Paris, 1651), based on four manuscripts, and republished soon 

afterwards (Carpzov, Leipzig, 1687). Today there are thirteen known manuscripts of the 

Pugio. Ground-breaking research into most of these was done in the 1980s by Pier Francesco 

Fumagalli.
20

 Shortly thereafter, Adolfo Robles Sierra published the first and so far only 

critical edition of another work by Raymond, the Capistrum Iudaeorum.
21

 Robles Sierra also 

wrote a minor, popular-scientific biography about him.
22

 In 1967 a reprint of the Carpzov-

edition brought the Pugio to the attention of a new generation of scholars, working in 

different medievistic research fields, like Christian-Jewish polemics, anti-Judaism, Dominican 

preaching and education, et cetera. In recent years, digital availability has resulted in a rising 

popularity of research into the Pugio manuscripts. Recently, important results of this research 

were published by Görge Hasselhoff, Ryan Szpiech, Damien Traveletti, Ann Giletti, and 

Philippe Bobichon.
23

 A critical edition of the Pugio is currently in preparation, and a first 

proof of it was recently published by Hasselhoff.
24

 

The Holocaust trauma left western Christendom and Christian theology greatly 

embarrassed about the grim anti-Judaic tendencies in European culture. Medieval theology 

and church history constitute a rich source for the origins of modern anti-Semitism, hence 

‘modern Christians, seeking the roots of modern antisemitism in their own tradition, have 

focused with deep regret on medieval western Christendom as the setting for church teachings 

that contributed to the Holocaust.’
25

 The Jewish scholar Joshua Trachtenberg put this theme 

on the map as early as the Second World War.
26

 In the first period following that, we still find 

mainly Jewish scholars doing research into images of Judaism in the Middle Ages. It should 

not surprise that the Pugio was analysed as well on this point.
27

 A breakthrough in the 

research into the rise of anti-Judaism in the High Middle Ages was The Friars and the Jews 

by Jeremy Cohen (1982). Cohen was the first scholar to formulate an inclusive thesis about 

the role played by the mendicants (including the Catalan Dominicans around Raymond of 

Peñafort) in the radicalisation of the attitude towards Jews in Christian Europe in the 

thirteenth century. As often happens with studies presenting an innovative thesis, The Friars 

                                                 
20

 P. Fumagalli, ‘The Original and Old Manuscript of Raimundus Martini’s “Pugio fidei”’ [Hebrew], in: 

Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies. Jerusalem, August 4-12, 1985. Division B, Volume 

1: The History of the Jewish People (From the Second Temple Period Until the Middle Ages), Jerusalem 1986, 

93-98.  
21

 In 1908 Raymond’s Explanatio Simboli Apostolorum was published, but it was not a critical edition; J. March 

(ed.), ‘En Ramón Martí y la seva “Explanatio simboli Apostolorum”’, AIEC 2, Barcelona 1908, 443-496 [repr. 

Extret del AIEC 1908, Barcelona 1910). 
22

 A. Robles Sierra, Fray Ramon Marti de Subirats, O.P. y el diálogo misional en el siglo XIII, Caleruega 1986. 
23

 For references to publications of these authors, see Chapter Two, Section One. 
24

 Currently, a group of researchers is preparing a critical edition of the Pugio after the Ste Geneviève 

manuscript, which is considered to be the autograph (13
th

 c.; see further Chapter Two). The edition (without 

translations) will be published in the series Bibliotheca Philosophorum Medii Aevi Cataloniae and provided by 

the University Press of the UAB (Barcelona). The group of editors includes Philippe Bobichon (Paris), Ann 

Giletti (Rome), Görge Hasselhoff (Bochum), and Ryan Szpiech (Ann Arbor); see Hasselhoff, ‘Towards an 

Edition of Ramon Martí’s Pugio fidei’, BPhM 55 (2013), 46. For 2015 the research group is preparing a volume 

with a description of the Ste. Geneviève manuscript, partial editions of interesting peaces, accompanying articles 

and an edition of the preface of the Pugio. A first proof of the edition (PF III-I, chs. 1-6) was recently published 

by Hasselhoff; Raimundus Martini. Texte zur Gotteslehre. Pugio fidei I-III, 1-6. Lateinisch, 

Hebräisch/Aramäisch, Deutsch, Freiburg i. B. 2014. As I mentioned in n. 4 above, when I quote from the Pugio 

III-I, chs. 1-6, which is especially the case in Chapter Nine, I will base myself on Hasselhoff’s edition.   
 

25
 R. Chazan, ‘Philosemitic Tendencies in Medieval Western Christendom’, in: J. Karp, A. Sutcliffe (eds.), 

Philosemitism in History, Cambridge 2011, 29.  
26

 J. Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews. The Medieval Conception of the Jew and its Relation to Modern 

Anti-Semitism, New Haven 1943 [repr. Philadelphia 1983]. 
27

 R. Bonfil, ‘The Nature of Judaism in Raymundus Martini’s Pugio fidei’ [Hebr.], Tarbiz 40 (1970-71), 360-

375; see also A. Lukyn Williams, Adversus Judaeos. A Bird’s-Eye View of Christian Apologiae until the 

Renaissance, Cambridge 1935, 248-255.  
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and the Jews received much support and much criticism. One of Cohen’s major critics was 

Robert Chazan. In Daggers of Faith he refuted Cohen’s claim that the mendicants had 

abandoned the traditional, Augustinian view on Judaism and its place in Christian society, 

thereby undermining the centuries-old protection of Jewish communities by secular and 

clerical leaders in Western and Southern Europe.
28

 Follow-up research, including that by 

Cohen himself, showed that the increase of medieval anti-Judaism had already been set in 

motion by theologians in the twelfth century.
29

 In the discussion between Cohen and Chazan, 

Raymond Martin’s works took centre stage. This resulted in much fresh research into the 

backgrounds, goals, method, structure and content of Raymond’s work.
30

  

Because of its sharp polemic against the Jews, Raymond Martin’s work is severely anti-

Jewish. It belongs to a long Christian tradition of anti-Semitism. At the same time it contains 

signs of ‘philo-judaism’.
31

 In order to determine the exact character of Raymond’s anti-

Judaism it is important to analyse it within the broader perspective of medieval Christian-

Jewish relations in Western Europe. Scholars like Cohen en Chazan made a start on this. 

Recently Anna Sapir Abulafia approached the question of medieval Christian-Jewish relations 

by exploring the concept of Jewish service.
32

 This concept might be fruitful for further 

research on Raymond’s view on Jews and Judaism and a re-evaluation of the question 

whether or not he abandoned the Augustinian tradition.  

Within this context, it should be noted that researchers tend to point out increasingly that 

polemics and religious debate, both in the Middle Ages as today, serve a strongly formative 

purpose for further explication of the debaters’ own doctrine and religious identity. In many 

cases, this purpose proves to be a more important goal than that of convincing the 

counterpart.
33

 This is especially true when it comes to Raymond’s works.
34

 The title of his 

first work, the Explanatio Simboli Apostolorum, states this clearly: the purpose is explanation, 

clarification, and defense of faith for common Christians (or preachers among common 

Christians) who find themselves confronted with Muslim criticism of Christianity. The same 

applies to the Pugio, Raymond’s most ‘missionary’ work. Despite the abundance of Jewish 

sources and the statement in the book’s prologue that he strives to convince the Jews with 

their own ‘weapons’ (Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic tradition), the work has a strongly 

defensive character, and the addressees of the preachers for whom the Pugio was originally 

                                                 
28

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 169-181.  
29

 E.g. G. Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens et les juifs au Moyen Age, Paris 1990; A. Sapir Abulafia, Christians 

and Jews in the Twelfth-Century Renaissance, London 1995; J. Cohen, Living Letters. 
30

 To the publications already mentioned above should certainly be added: H. Schreckenberg, Die christlichen 

Adversus-Judaeos-Texte und ihr literarisches und historisches Umfeld (13.-20. Jh.), Frankfurt a. M. 1994, 290-

307; E. Colomer, ‘La controversia islamo-judeo-cristiana en la obra apologética de Ramón Martí’, in: H. 

Santiago-Otero (ed.), Diálogo filosófico-religioso entre cristianismo, judaismo y islamismo durante la edad 

media en lan península ibérica, Brepols 1994, 229-257; U. Ragacs, ‘Mit Zaum und Zügel muss man ihr 

Ungestüm bändigen’ (Ps. 32,9). Ein Beitrag zur christlichen Hebraistik und antijüdischen Polemik im 

Mittelalter, Frankfurt a. M. 1997; G. Hasselhoff, Dicit Rabbi Moyses. Studien zum Bild von Moses Maimonides 

im lateinischen Westen vom 13. bis zum 15. Jahrhundert, Würzburg 2004, esp. 225-244.   
31

 See Hasselhoff, ‘Einleitung’, in: Raimundus Martini. Texte zur Gotteslehre, 13; Chazan, ‘Philosemitic 

Tendencies’, 29-48.  
32

 A. Sapir Abulafia, Christian-Jewish Relations 1000-1300. Jews in the Service of Medieval Chistendom, 

Harlow 2011.  
33

 E.g. L. Pick, Conflict and Coexistence. Archbishop Rodrigo and the Muslims and Jews of Medieval Spain, 

Ann Arbor 2004; M. Dascal, ‘On the Uses of Argumentative Reason in Religious Polemics’, in: T. Hettema, A. 

van der Kooij (eds.), Religious Polemics in Context. Papers Presented to the Second International Conference of 

the Leiden Institute for the Study of Religions (LISOR) Held at Leiden, 27-28 April 2000, Assen 2004, 3-20; H. 

Hames, ‘Reason and Faith. Interreligious Polemic and Christian Identity in the Thirteenth Century’, in: Y. 

Schwartz , V. Krech (eds.), Religious Apologetics – Philosophical Argumentation, Tübingen 2004, 267-284.  
34

 See e.g. Vose, Dominicans, 123-126.  
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written would have been Christians as often as Jews.
35

 My own research confirms and 

underpins this conclusion. 

 

 

Lacunas in the research  

My reading of Raymond Martin’s writings and the extant studies on his life and work (in its 

context) have enabled me to detect some lacunas in the research. Raymond and his Pugio are 

mentioned in many studies, yet only a relatively small part of the observations is based on 

detailed reading.
36

 Moreover, most of the readings do not cover the whole work but only 

sections of it and specific themes. The main parts II and III of the Pugio, forming together the 

adversus iudaeos part of the work, have yet ‘to be analysed in detail’.
37

 And especially III-I, 

the Trinitarian treatise, which in my opinion shows the best of Raymond’s apologetic method 

and his theology, deserves a thorough analysis.  

Furthermore, the Pugio is hardly ever discussed on a basis of insight into Raymond’s earlier 

works, the De seta Machometi (ca. 1257), the Explanatio (ca. 1257) and the Capistrum (ca. 

1267).
38

 Such a comparative study would throw light on the development of Raymond’s view 

and method from his ‘Arabic period’ through his ‘Jewish period’, and on the unique character 

of the Pugio itself. Jeremy Cohen argued that ‘the Capistrum Iudaeorum gives expression to 

several of those ideas in which scholars have discerned the singularity of the Pugio fidei’.
39

 

When compared with the Pugio, the Capistrum ‘brings the novelties of the Pugio into a 

helpfully sharper focus.’
40

 Robert Chazan, especially, has taken a first step in analysing the 

Pugio as a reception of the debate that Raymond’s fellow friar Paul Christian held with the 

famous Rabbi Moses ben Nahman (Nahmanides) during the Disputation of Barcelona.
41

 The 

influence of this debate on the Capistrum and the further development of the Capistrum in the 

Pugio has, however, hardly been researched.  

Studies researching the mutual influences between Thomas Aquinas en Raymond Martin, 

have mainly been restricted to the first part of the Pugio: Raymond’s abudant citation from the 

Summa contra gentiles. Research comparing Thomas’s view on the religious debate with Jews 

and Muslims to the way in which Raymond gives this religious debate its concrete shape, has 

hardly been done. Also, the influence of Thomas’s main works, the Summa contra gentiles and 

the Summa theologiae, on Part Three of the Pugio, the most systematic and scholastic part, has 

been scantily researched, if at all.  

Finally, it is worthwhile to re-examine the discussion between Cohen and Chazan on the 

question whether the mendicants of the thirteenth century were in the process of abandoning 

the Augustinian view on Judaism, and thereby opened the door for the final expulsion of Jews 

from the European kingdoms. Both Cohen and Chazan use Raymond’s works as a source for 

their argument. An integral reading of these works can shed new light on the discussion.   

 

                                                 
35

 Ibid., 127-129.  
36

 A good introduction to the Pugio treating several important aspects of the work in detail – title, addressees, 

aim, method, structure, content, view on Jews and Judaism – is Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis. 

The Pugio is discussed here by Ina Willi-Plein along several passages from the Pugio translated in German.  
37

 R. Harvey, Raymundus Martini and the Pugio Fidei. A Survey of the Life and Works of a Medieval 

Controversialist, University College London 1991 (M.A. Diss.), 4. Harvey’s remark dates from 1991, but still 

holds.   
38

 Ibid. Harvey rightly notes that there are hardly any studies attempting ‘a comprehensive over-view of Martini 

and his work’.   
39

 Cohen, Living Letters, 348.  
40

 Ibid.  
41

 E.g. R. Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond. The Development of Innovative Missionizing 

Argumentation’, HTR 76 (1983), 289-306.  
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My dissertation 

My dissertation consists of four parts. Each part poses its own central question and can be read 

separately, though the results and conclusions from earlier parts have their influence on the 

later sections. Part One is introductory. It is an integral examination of the existing literature on 

Raymond Martin, from the viewpoint of three main themes: (1) his life, (2) his work, and (3) 

his sources. From Part Two onwards, the focus is more on theology. I am reading then 

Raymond’s own writings. Part Two is an exploration of his apologetic method. I will do this 

(1) in comparison to the method for religious debate described by Thomas Aquinas in the 

opening chapters of the Summa contra gentiles, and (2) with the focus on Raymond’s 

development from the Explanatio, through the Capistrum to the Pugio. In Part Three, I will 

examine two central topics in the Pugio, which were always leading in the Christian-Jewish 

debate: the advent of the Messiah and the Trinity. Again, the development of Raymond’s 

thinking will be an important focus of attention. Concerning the first topic, I will delve deeper 

into existing research by Chazan and Cohen, and I will compare facts from the Disputation of 

Barcelona (1263) and the Second Disputation of Paris (ca. 1269). The second topic, 

Raymond’s Trinitarian theology, has hardly been researched yet. In both the Explanatio and 

the Pugio, Raymond has included a treatise on the Trinity, both times as a starting point for his 

theological argument.
42

 Comparing these two treatises is interesting, not only for studying the 

development of Raymond’s thinking, but also considering the fact that the first is an apology 

over against Islam, and the second an apology over against Judaism. Thus, comparing these 

treatises will also raise the question of method. Hereby I can evaluate and deepen my 

conclusions from Part Two.  

Finally, in Part Four of my dissertation I will focus on a capitum selectum within the existing 

research on Raymond Martin, which I could not ignore because of its actuality: Raymond’s 

view on Jews and Judaism. Several scholars have written about it, but a further analysis of 

Raymond’s anti-Judaism and his anti-Jewish imagery remains important for several reasons. It 

will give us further insight into the mechanisms and content of medieval anti-Judaism, often 

seen as a ‘context in which the major motifs of modern antisemitism were adumbrated.’
43

 It 

will also further clarify the motives lying behind Raymond’s enterprise of writing the 

Capistrum and the Pugio. For a part his anti-Judaism seems to have been intensified by his 

(failing) attempts to preach the Christian truth to Jews and Judaism. But first of all, it was part 

of his drive to study Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, to correct Jewish error, to refute 

the arguments of Judaism against Christianity, and to missionize among the Jewish 

community. And a final reason, how did Raymond’s anti-Judaism relate to the anti-Judaism of 

his time? Did it cross the line of the articulated Church doctrine on Judaism, which ‘demanded 

recognition of the legitimacy of Judaism and a protected place for Jews within Christian 

societies’?
44

 Or should it still be placed within the boundaries of the traditional Augustinian 

view on Judaism, the regular Church doctrine? I will conclude my dissertation, in Chapter 

Twelve, with the aforementioned discussion between Cohen and Chazan concerning the 

Augustinian view. This is preceded by research into the images of Jews and Judaism in the 

Capistrum and the Pugio. In Chapter Ten, I discuss Raymond’s imagery within the context of 

Christian imagery on Judaism in the twelfth and thirteenth century. In Chapter Eleven, I will 

pose the question of the extent to which Raymond’s views on Judaism were being shaped by 

the changing economic and social position of Jews in Aragon and Catalonia. These two 

                                                 
42

 In the Explanatio the Trinitarian treatise is part of the first article on the Unity of God. In the Pugio the 

systematic part III starts with the Trinitarian treatise (III-I). The first six chapters of the Trinitarian treatise in the 

Pugio was recently edited by Görge Hasselhoff: Raimundus Martini. Texte zur Gotteslehre; see before, notes 4 

and 24.  
43

 Chazan, ‘Philosemitic Tendencies’, 29. 
44

 Ibid., 36. 
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chapters provide important input for my evaluation of the last question in this dissertation, that 

is, whether the Catalan Dominicans, with Raymond as their ‘theoretician’, did or did not 

undermine the Augustinian view on Judaism.  

Nirenberg notes that with research into the roots of European intolerance to the Jews, the 

majority of the historians take the ‘long view’, the ‘longue durée’. Many depart from the idea 

of continuity and a teleology ending in the Holocaust. As a result the events are analysed 

insufficiently in their local context and too many researchers ignore the individual choices 

underlying the events or discourses.
45

 More attention to the particularity of context, leading 

actors and used discourses is necessary. I agree with Nirenberg and for this reason I decided to 

focus my dissertation on the particular writings and events related to Raymond Martin. 

 

 

Title of my dissertation 

The title of my dissertation, Pearls in a Dunghill, is derived from the prologue of the Pugio. In 

a nutshell Raymond expressed there his view on rabbinic Judaism and the continuity of the 

biblical prophetic tradition:  
 

Now, the substance of this Dagger, especially inasmuch as it pertains to the Jews, is twofold: first 

and foremost, auctoritates from Law and Prophets, and the entire Old Testament; second, certain 

traditiones, which I found in the Talmud and Midrashim – that is, glosses and traditions of the 

ancient Jews – which I gladly raised up like pearls out of an enormous dunghill […] Certain 

[traditiones], which savour of the truth and in every way smell of and represent the doctrine of the 

Prophets and the holy Fathers, wondrously and incredibly bespeak the Christian faith, as will become 

obvious in this little book. They destroy and confound the perfidy of modern Jews, and I do not think 

that one should doubt that they managed to make their way successively from Moses and the 

Prophets and the other holy Fathers to those who recorded them. For in no way other than from the 

Prophets and the holy Fathers do we think that such things descended, since traditions of this sort are 

entirely contrary to those regarding the Messiah and so many other matters which the Jews have 

believed from the time of Christ even until now.
46

 

 

This quote reveals the paradox of Raymond’s exploit: a sharp condemnation of rabbinic 

Judaism, while at the same time striving to maintain the idea that the truth of the prophets is 

still present in Jewish tradition, despite the fact that God withdrew the prophetic spirit from the 

Jewish people after their denial of Christ. In the final chapter, I will use this paradox to prove 

my thesis that Raymond is wrestling with the idea, but nevertheless keeps adhering to the 

traditional Augustinian view that Jews serve Christianity, since they testify for the Christian 

truth by ‘carrying the books’ of the Old Testament, which contain the prophecies on Christ, 

thereby subscribing to the importance of a viable Judaism. Simultaneously, the entire Pugio 

echoes his frustration at the gems in rabbinic tradition being pearls before swine. 

Reading works like the Capistrum and the Pugio, on the one hand important from an 

historical point of view, on the other hand unsavoury in the sharp anti-Judaism endemic in 

these works, immediately poses the question of their relevance in modern time. Let me first 

stress that I consider any historical-theological research to be intrinsically relevant. Historical 

awareness is an indispensable part of civilisation. The study of works written in the very heart 

of medieval European culture, and in the focal point of the clash as well as the encounter 

between Christianity, Judaism and Islam, has its own further relevance for three additional 

reasons. First of all, insight into medieval anti-Judaism can contribute to answering the 

question of how it was possible that, in the centre of European culture in the twentieth 

century, a people that through the ages had given its own, considerable contribution to that 

                                                 
45

 Nirenberg, Communities of Violence. Persecution of Minorities in the Middle Ages, Princeton 1996, 4-5. 
46

 PF, prol., n. 5 (3).  
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same culture, was obliterated. Secondly, studying the historical ‘trialogue’, the theological 

debate between Christianity, Judaism and Islam, may provide useful insights for the current 

interreligious encounters and discussions.
47

 Lastly, research into the relationship between 

Christians and Jews in the Middle Ages is important for the current dialogue between the 

churches and Judaism. This is another example of the importance of historical awareness. 

Accounting for the disastrous as well as beneficial shapes the dialogue has taken in the past, 

can contribute to a fruitful encounter and a beneficial view by the Christian churches on their 

natural kinship with the Jewish people. 

 

 

Final remark 

My quotations from the Pugio are for the largest part drawn from the Carpzov-edition (1687). 

When I quote from PF III-I, cs. 1-6 (which is especially the case in Chapter Nine), I will use 

the recent Hasselhoff-edition of these chapters (2014). The reason why I quote from the 

Carpzov-edition and not from ms. Ste. Geneviève, the oldest available manuscript of the 

Pugio, is threefold. First of all, I am neither a medievalist, nor an expert in reading medieval 

manuscripts. Second, most medievalists who published about the Pugio quoted from the 

Carpzov-edition, including Jeremy Cohen and Robert Chazan. Third, the main differences 

between the text of ms. Geneviève and the Carpzov-edition is not lying in the Latin parts 

where Raymond Martin develops his argumentation, but in the fact that ms. Gen adduces 

more biblical and especially rabbinic sources in order to corroborate the argumentation. This 

is, at least, my conclusion after having compared PF III-I, cs. 1-6 in the Hasselhoff-edition 

(2014), which is based on ms. Gen, and the Carpzov-edition (1687).
48

 Since the main goal of 

my dissertation is to provide an analysis of Raymond Martin’s argumentation on several 

themes in his discussion with Judaism (the advent of the Messiah, the Trinity, his anti-

Judaism), the use of the Carpzov-edition suffices in my opinion, except of course where a 

critical edition based on ms. Gen is available (the Hasselhoff-edition of PF III-I, cs. 1-6).    

 

        

 

 

 

 

                                                 
47

 Recent publications with precisely this purpose in mind are e.g. T. Hettema, A. van der Kooij (eds.), Religious 

Polemics in Context. Papers presented to the second international Conference of the Leiden Institute for the 

Study of Religions (LISOR) held at Leiden, 27-28 April 2000, Assen 2004; B. Roggema, M. Poorthuis, P. 

Valkenberg (eds.), The Three Rings. Textual Studies in the Historical Trialogue of Judaism, Christianity, and 

Islam, Louvain 2005; P. Valkenberg, Sharing Lights on the Way to God. Muslim-Christian Dialogue and 

Theology in the Context of Abrahamic Partnership, Amsterdam 2006, esp. ch. 7: ‘Lights on the Way: Spiritual 

and Theological Masters of the Past’.  
48

 See further Chapter Nine.  
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PART ONE 

 

LIFE, WORK, SOURCES 

 

 

 
In this first, introductory part of my dissertation, I will treat three formal issues related to 

Raymond Martin: a reconstruction of his life and career, a survey of his writings and the 

writings ascribed to him, and some questions regarding three important clusters of sources he 

used. In each case I will discuss the state of the question and, if relevant, adduce my own view 

on aspects of the issues. In Chapter One I will present the few historical facts known about 

Raymond’s life and combine them with the many indications about his activities in primary 

sources and historiography. If a broader picture is helpful in order to understand the facts, I 

will submit the necessary historical context. Others before me made reconstructions of 

Raymond’s life, in some cases succesful and inciting, in others too brief and biased or 

incorrect at certain points. It is my intention to distinguish the facts from the uncertainties and 

interpretations, and to determine the gaps. Important historical facts are the works which 

Raymond produced. When following his biographical traces they are important beacons and 

represent three different phases of his activities: his dwelling in a Muslim environment and 

his concern with the negotium arabicum in the 1250s; his return to Barcelona and the start of 

his discussion with Judaism in the 1260s; and the climax of his career with the composition of 

his opus magnum, the Pugio fidei in the 1270s. While in Chapter One I will use facts related 

to these works for my reconstruction of Raymond’s biography, in Chapter Two his works 

form the central issue and I will discuss  contents, manuscript traditions and editions. This I 

will do in reverse order, starting with his ‘Jewish writings’, the Pugio and the Capistrum, 

followed by his ‘Islamic writings’, the Explanatio and the De seta, and closing with a few 

works that were ascribed to him. An important aspect of Raymond’s authorship forms the use 

of his sources. First of all, throughout his writings there are very many and of different kinds: 

Islamic, Jewish, Christian, and biblical. They give his writings a ‘compilation like’ character, 

especially the Capistrum and the Pugio. Nevertheless these sources are interesting, since 

Raymond masters them with a capacity unusual for his time. It is, moreover, important to note 

that they are essential to his goals and methods and that their quantity and quality increases 

from the first to the third phase of his career. While I will discuss goals and methods in Part 

Two of my dissertation, Chapter Three in this first part concentrates on clusters of sources 

characteristic for Raymond enterprise: the many quotions from Thomas Aquinas’s Summa 

contra gentiles in the first part of the Pugio; the massive citation from rabbinic works in the 

second and third parts of the Pugio; the surprising presence of some quotations from the 

Qur’an ad the Hadith in these same second and third parts, that is, in the middle of a 

discussion with Judaism (and not with Islam). These clusters have raised and still raise 

questions, which I hope to answer adequately in Chapter Three.                     
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

 

RAYMOND MARTIN:  

BIOGRAPHY AND BACKGROUND 

 

 

 
Little is known of Raymond Martin’s life.

49
 A few facts can be gathered from his own 

writings, from the Acts of the Provincial Chapters of the Spanish Dominicans, and from 

references to Raymond in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century documents. Unfortunately only 

four complete Acts of the yearly Spanish Provincial Chapter are extant: Toledo (1250), León 

(1275), Estella (1281), and Barcelona (1299).
50

 In those of Toledo and Estella, Raymond’s 

name is mentioned. From the 1260s Raymond became an influential Dominican, certainly in 

Spain and perhaps in France as well. The fact that he appears in two of the three extant Acts 

written down during the years of his active career, makes it probable that the lost Acts would 

have shed more light on his life and activities. Other texts in which he is mentioned are: the 

autobiography of King James I, the chronicle of Peter Marsilius on the king’s life, and Arnold 

of Villanova’s Allocutio super significatione nominis Tetragrammaton.
 51

 Finally, in a story of 

Raymond Lull, about a Dominican friar who debated with the emir of Tunis, the friar is 

identified by some historians as Raymond Martin.
52

  

Several scholars precede me in giving a reconstruction of Raymond’s life. Not all limit 

themselves to the facts. ‘Conjecture over various aspects of Martini’s life has led to several 

outlandish assumptions’, Jeremy Cohen notes correctly.
53

 For example, there is not a single 

piece of evidence that Raymond was a Jewish convert, and it is highly unlikely that if he was, 

he was a learned Jew.
54

 The same goes for the assumption that he participated in the famous 

Disputation of Barcelona (1263), or that he ‘began teaching at the Studium Hebraicum of 

Barcelona’ (after his return to the city in 1262).
55

 Perhaps Raymond was in Barcelona at that 

time, but it is highly implausible whether the Dominicans had a Hebrew language school in 

Barcelona then, as I will show below. Useful reconstructions of Raymond’s life were 

submitted by Quétif-Echard, Berthier, the brothers Carreras y Artau, Marc, Cortabarría, and 

Robles Sierra, and more recently by Philippe Bobichon and Görge Hasselhoff.
56

 They take up 

                                                 
49

 A preliminary sketch of Raymond Martin’s life and work I have provided in S. Wiersma, ‘Aquinas’ Theory on 

Dialogue Put into Practice. Trinity in Raymond Martin’, Jaarboek Thomas Instituut 2005, Utrecht 2006.   
50

 Fragments of a few other Spanish Provincial Acts are preserved, for example of Saragosse (1257); J. Coll, 

‘Escuelas de lenguas orientales en los siglos XIII-XIV (periodo raymundiano)’, AST 17 (1944), 116. 
51

 I have put together the passages in which Raymond is mentioned in Appendix One. Bibliographical notes on 

these texts can be found there as well. 
52

 See Chapter Four, Section One.  
53

 J. Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 129-130, n. 2.  
54

 Ibid., 130, n. 2. See also Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos-Texte (13.-20. Jh), 290. This does 

not rule out the possibility that he had Jewish roots. 
55

 M. Lower, ‘Conversion and St. Louis’s last Crusade’, JEH 58 (2007), 227. The suggestion was already made 

by S. Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews (18 vols.), New York 1952-1980 and Philadeplhia 1983 

[2d ed.], vol. 9 (1965), 106; see Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos-Texte (13.-20. Jh), 290.   
56

 J. Quétif and J. Echard, Scriptores ordinis praedicatorum (2 vols.), Paris 1719-1723 [repr. New York 1959], 

vol. 1, 396-398; Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste’; T. and J. Carreras y Artau, Historia de la filosofía española 

de los siglos XIII al XV (2 vols.), Madrid 1939-1943, vol. 1, 147-151; Marc, Introductio, 53-79; 243-244 ; 369-

374; 609-612; A. Cortabarría, ‘El estudio de las lenguas en la orden dominicana (III. Raimundo Martí: su vida y 

su actividad literaria como ‘cerebro’ de los ‘studia linguarum”), EF 19 (1970), 359-392 (I will use the French 

translation of this article : ‘L’étude des langues au Moyen Age chez les dominicains. Espagne, Orient, Raymond 
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the extant facts and, as do Berthier and Cortabarria in particular, combine these with more 

general facts about the history of the Dominican mission and language schools in the 

thirteenth century. I will follow the same approach.  

Why another sketch of Raymond’s life? First of all, because a book on his thought could 

not do without a thorough introduction to his life. As always, but certainly in the case of a 

Dominican friar of Raymond’s time, work and life are closely connected. A second reason is 

that some biographical facts deserve closer inspection. I will present the facts of Raymond’s 

life and career within a rather extensive description of the relevant context. Filling in the 

context and background will hopefully lead to a more real and vivid understanding of the 

person and his work. The main contextual theme which I have included is thirteenth-century 

Dominican education in combination with missionary ideals and language schools. Two 

important Dominicans play their part in these matters: the master-generals Raymond of 

Peñafort (1238-1240) and Humbert of Romans (1254-1263). The first lived from the 1240s in 

Raymond’s home-convent, St. Catherine’s in Barcelona, and was the main initiator of the 

missionary and inquisitorial developments in Aragon that would determine Raymond’s career. 

The second was, during his generalship, a convinced advocate of the study of foreign 

languages and the establishment of language schools in missionary areas. In addition, there 

are two other fellow friars of whom we see traces in Raymond’s thought: Paul Christian and 

Thomas Aquinas. It is possible that the latter was Raymond’s socius in Paris between 1245 

and 1248? He certainly influenced the first part of the Pugio fidei. The former was 

Raymond’s colleague in censoring rabbinic literature after the Disputation of Barcelona and 

in preaching to, and disputing with, Jews in Aragon in the 1260s, and perhaps even in France 

at the beginning of the 1270s. The relationship between these four Dominican friars and 

Raymond will be part of my biography.  

The extant sources enable the singling out of four marked periods in Raymond’s life, each 

of which I will sketch in this chapter: the possibility of his theological education at the 

studium generale of the Dominicans in Paris in the second half of the 1240s (Section 2), his 

‘Arabic’ period in the 1250s (Section 3), his return to Barcelona, his starting to focus on 

Judaism in the 1260s, and his work on the Pugio fidei in the 1270s (Section 4). Finally I will 

discuss the possible role Raymond played in the prelude to King Louis IX’s fatal crusade 

against Tunis in 1270 (Section 5). I will start, however, with an estimation of the years of 

Raymond’s birth and death. 

 

 

 

1. Dates of Birth and Death 

 

Raymond Martin was born in Subirats, a small village near Barcelona, as Peter Marsilius tells 

us.
57

 The approximate dates of his birth and death can be determined by combining a few 

documental facts. The last trace of his life is his signature found on an act from 1284, 

                                                                                                                                                         
Martin’, Mideo 10 (1970), 189-248; A. Robles Sierra, Raimundi Martini Capistrum Iudaeorum. Texto crítico y 

traducción (2 vols.), Würzburg 1990, Altenberge 1993, vol. 1, ‘Introducción’, 8-21. A more popular publication 

on Raymond’s life and work is: Robles Sierra, Fray Ramon Marti. Abstracts of Raymond’s life are submitted in, 

for example, Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 16-18; J. Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 129-

130; Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 115-116; Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos-Texte (13.-20. Jh), 

290-291; P. Fumagalli, ‘Raimund Martini’, in: H. Baltz e.a. (eds.), Theologische Realenzyklopädie, Berlin 1977-

2007 (36 vols.), vol. 28 (1997), 119-122; Hasselhoff, Dicit Rabbi Moyses, 225-227; Vose, Dominicans, 112-114; 

P. Bobichon, ‘Ramón Martí. Un “maître orientaliste” du XIIIe siècle?’, in: C. Angotti e.a. (eds.), Portraits de 

meîtres. Offerts à Olga Weijers (Textes et études du Moyen Age, 65), Porto 2012 [2013], 405-414; Hasselhoff, 

‘Einleitung’, 9-11.  
57

 See Appendix One, text 3. 
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registered in the Dominican convent St. Catherine’s in Barcelona.
58

 He must have died before 

1292, since in that year the Allocutio super Tetragrammaton of Arnold of Villanova appeared, 

in which the author praises his late teacher Raymond for sowing the seed of the Hebrew 

language in the garden of his heart.
59

 Marsilius writes that Raymond died in Barcelona at an 

advanced age, in the fiftieth year after his entering the order.
60

 If we take the period between 

1285 and 1290 as the approximate period of his death, then he must have joined the 

Dominican order between 1235 and 1240.
61

 Since the minimum age of eighteen for entering 

the order was then already part of the Dominican Constitutions, Raymond’s year of birth must 

at least have been before 1222.
62

  

 

 

 

2. Education in Paris? 

 

We may suppose that the young and talented Raymond Martin lived in St. Catherine’s when 

the great Raymond of Peñafort returned from Rome to his home convent in Barcelona in 

1241. Raymond Martin might have been absorbed by his introductory studies in biblical 

theology, obliged for all who had entered the Dominican Order, and lasting four to six years.
63

 

Or he had just finished this first stage and was further guided by the lector of his convent 

through advanced studies in the principles and history of theology, a second stage of a few 

years.
64

  His talents must have attracted attention and there is a fair chance that he was 

selected for the studium generale at St. Jacques in Paris, before 1248 the only convent where 

the Dominicans organized advanced studies in theology for exceptionally talented friars.
65

 

Thus, if Raymond joined the Dominicans between 1235 and 1240, as I concluded in the 

previous section, and he studied seven to eight years in his home-convent, he could have 

arrived in Paris between 1242 and 1248, where the studium generale lasted for about three 

years. It is therefore likely that he was a student of Albert the Great, and very well possible 

that he studied together with Thomas Aquinas, who was a young student at St. Jacques 

between 1245 and 1248.
66

 Albert left Paris in 1248 in view of his teaching at the new studium 

generale in Cologne, and Thomas followed him. 

In his editorial introduction to the second edition of the Pugio fidei (1687), Johann Benedict 

Carpzov included a letter from Yvo Pinsart, then prior of St. Jacques, to Joseph de Voisin, the 

first editor of the Pugio (1651).
67

 It seems that Pinsart presents Raymond and Thomas as 

students of Albert the Great, and he calls Raymond a sodalis of Thomas, that is, his comrade 

or companion: Ex innumeris suis operibus inique spoliatis, nominandi veniunt Albertus 

Magnus, inter discipulos ejus D. Thomas, et sodalis hujus Raymundus Martini 

                                                 
58

 The fact was stated by the sixteenth-century Dominican chronicler Francisco Diago, who said that he saw 

Raymond’s signature on an act of July 1, 1284; see Robles Sierra, ‘Introducción’, 9.  
59

 See Appendix One, text 4. Fumagalli suggests that Raymond still was involved in the institution of the 

studium arabicum in Jativa in 1291; Fumagalli, ‘Raymund Martini’, 120.  
60

 See Appendix One, text 3. 
61

 Berthier estimates Raymond’s entrance around 1235, Ribes around 1238, and Marc between 1237 and 1240; 

Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 175.  
62

 The age requirement was probably added to the order’s Constitutions written down between 1232-1235; see 

M. Mulchahey,  “First the Bow is Bent in Study…”. Dominican Education before 1350, Toronto 1998, 76.   
63

 For an introduction in the specifics of Dominican education, see ibid. 
64

 Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 175. 
65

 See ibid. After 1248 a studium generale could also be followed in the Dominican convents of Cologne, 

Oxford, Montpellier and Bologna. 
66

 Ibid., 175-176.  
67

 For notes on the editorial history of the Pugio, see Chapter Two, Section One. 
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Barcinonensis.
68

 The passage has occasioned several interpretations, among which the 

assumption that Thomas and Raymond sat as fellow students at Albert’s feet, in Paris.
69

 Ribes 

argues convincingly that this was indeed the case. Although Pinsart did not state it explicitly, 

Ribes puts forward that Pinsart, mentioning the three together, had the intention to say that 

they belonged to the ‘buena memoria’ of St. Jacques.
70

 Another indication is Pinsart’s 

statement that Thomas and Raymond were ‘inter discipulos eius’, that is, of Albert. The fact 

that the letter of Pinsart is late evidence, four centuries afterwards to be precise, is a problem 

for Ribes as well, but not a reason to disdain it. Certainly not when we take into account that 

the tradition of Pinsart has a few important fundaments:
71

 1) there was a close relation 

between the convents of St. Jacques and St. Catherine’s; St. Catherine’s was a daughter-

convent of St. Jacques and several Barcelonese friars studied in Paris during those years, 

among whom Arnold of Segarra (1245-1248), who was closely related to Raymond Martin;
72

 

2) a study at St. Jacques’s studium generale fits with (the reconstruction) of Raymond’s 

biographical facts; 3) important influence by Albert is traceable in Raymond’s writings, which 

Ribes proves in the second part of his article.
73

  

But if Raymond and Thomas had been fellow students in Paris, why did early chroniclers 

not mention this? Would Peter Marsilius, who perhaps knew Raymond personally, or at least 

knew friars who lived with him, and who states that Peñafort requested Thomas to write a 

summa against the infidels, have kept silent about a close relationship between Raymond and 

Thomas if this was a well-known fact? José Iganacio Saranyana argues that the word sodalis 

in Pinsart’s letter may have a different meaning than the one just suggested. According to 

him, it does not refer to a personal relationship between Thomas and Raymond, but should be 

interpreted in the more general sense as ‘fellow friar’. This leads him to the following 

translation: ‘Among the innumerable of their works plundered delinquently, come to be 

mentioned (those of) Albert Magnus, among his students (those of) Thomas Aquinas, and 

(those of) a fellow friar (sodalis) of him, Raymond Martin of Barcelona.’ Thus, Saranyana 

concludes that Raymond was neither a student of Albert, nor a fellow student of Thomas. He 

holds that Raymond was mainly active south of the Pyrenees.
74

 In my opinion the 

argumentation of Ribes is more convincing. In response to Saranyana he puts forward that 

Pinsart’s statement inter discipulos eius (of Albert) would be defective, if the name of 

                                                 
68

 Pinsart’s letter to De Voisin dates from the first of January, 1651; Carpzov, ‘Introductio’, 112.  
69

 For references on this point, see: Robles Sierra, ‘Introducción’, 9, n. 9; Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 170-176, 

192-193; see also Vose, Dominicans, 113; although a Paris education seems likely to him as well, he suggests 

yet another posibility: that Raymond attended the studium generale of the Dominican convent in Montpellier, 

where he could have met his later comrade Paul Christian.    
  

70
 Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 172. 

71
 Ibid., 172-179. 

72
 For the relation between Arnold of Segarra and Raymond Martin, see further below. 

73
 Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 179-193. I will return to this point in Chapter Three, p. 81, n. 471. Raymond 

mentions Albert in PF III-II, c. 2, n. 2 (555): ‘Unus vero de Praedicatoribus nostris propius accedens, et rem 

subtilius intuens, Albertus scilicet in Summa super Sententias [...] Haec Albertus magister in Theologia, et 

philosophus magnus, frater praedicator, et Episcopus’. 
74

 Saranyana remarks that Pinsart’s letter starts with speaking about those illustrious Dominican theologians who 

defended the faith, and then laments the way their works were maltreated or plagiarized throughout history. That 

is the context in which Pinsart mentions Albert, Thomas, and Raymond. Saranyana points to the words with 

which Pinsart starts his letter: Fratrum Praedicatorum Sodalitium esse Turrim David [...],  ‘the fellowship of the 

brother preachers is a tower of David’. Sodalitium here applies to fellowship in the religious-institutional sense, 

reason why Saranyana translates the word sodalis further down in the text as ‘hermano de Orden’, colleague-

friar. J. Saranyana, ‘La creación “ab aeterno”’. Controversia de Santo Tomás y Raymundo Martí con San 

Buenaventura”, Scripta Theologica 5 (1973), 150-151. 
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Raymond would have been used grammatically subordinate only to the name of Thomas. 

Pinsart clearly says that bóth were students of Albert.
75

    

If Raymond was in Paris in the 1240s, he must have witnessed something of the trials 

against the Talmud in the 1240s and the vicissitudes around it. The first trial took place in 

1240, the burning of thousands of Talmud manuscripts occurred in 1242, and the second trial 

was held around 1248.
76

 These events formed not only one of the dominant issues of these 

years for the French Jews, but also for the French Dominicans. The main initiator, Nicholas 

Donin, was a Dominican. The Dominicans played a central role during the confiscation of the 

Talmud and the royal proceedings against it. Albert belonged to the ecclesiastical court that 

reaffirmed the condemnation of the Talmud in 1248. If Raymond was one of his students at 

that time, these events are probably part of the explanation for his later fascination for, and 

occupation with, Judaism.
77

 Moreover, Theobald of Sézanne, in these years the subprior of St. 

Jacques, was a convert from Judaism, knowing Hebrew and helping ‘to make portions of the 

Talmud available to his fellow friars by means of Latin translations. He may also have given 

classes (formal or informal) in Hebrew to promising young students such as Martini.’
78

   

The chronicler Peter Marsilius states that Raymond was highly esteemed by the king of 

France and enjoyed his confidence.
79

 Could a relationship in such terms have grown between 

the king and a student? It is more likely that Louis’s esteem for him grew roots in the late 

1260s, when Raymond’s comrade, Paul Christian, was appointed as royal preacher among the 

French Jews. Raymond may have visited and assisted Paul in this period. A visit of Raymond 

to Paris may even have been requested by Louis, who was exploring the chances of a crusade 

against Tunis. Raymond, after all, lived for several years in Tunis and may have met  the emir 

in the 1250s and 1260s.
80

 In line with this, we should not exclude the possibility that 

Raymond and Thomas did not become sodales in Paris in the second half of the 1240s, but 

during the years 1269-1272, when Thomas was in Paris occupying the Dominican chair of 

Master of Theology.  

 

 

 

3. Specialist Education and Missionary Work in Tunis 

 

The oldest document in which Raymond is mentioned dates from 1250. In the Acts of the 

Spanish Provincial Chapter of that year in Toledo he is listed among eight friars who are sent 

to a studium arabicum. The passage reads as follows:  
 

Wishing to fulfil the command of the Master [John of Wildeshausen (1241-1254)] and in view of 

the usefulness of the enterprise, today but especially in the future, in the name of the Father and the 

Son and the Holy Spirit we assign ad studium arabicum, fr. Arnold of Guardia, fr. Peter of Cadireta, 

fr. Raymond Martin, fr. Peter Aria, fr. Peter of Puteo, fr. Peter of Sancto Felice, fr. Dominic 

Estevan, and fr. Peter of Canoles, enjoining this in remission of their sins by the authority of the 

master and that of ourselves, and ordering this in virtue of obedience. We designate the above-

                                                 
75

 Ribes, ‘San Alberto Magno’, 172: ‘Si la interpretación de Saranyana fuera exacta, Pinsart debería haber 

escrito: “et discipulus eius D. Thomas, et sodalis huius Raymundus Martini”’.   
76

 For an analysis of the events, see, among many others, Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 60-76.  
77

 The brothers Carreras y Artau point to the connection between a possible study in Paris in the 1240s and the 

later intense occupation with Judaism. Carreras y Artau, Historia de la filosofía, vol. 1, 148-149.
 

78
 Vose, Dominicans, 113.  

79
 ‘Charissimus et familiarissimus habebatur’; see Appendix One, text 3. 

80
 It is again Marsilius who states that Raymond was esteemed also by the emir of Tunis; see ibid.    
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named fr. Arnold of Guardia the others’ superior and we shall bring their number up to twelve at the 

first opportunity God provides.
81

 

 

The text evokes several questions. How should we translate ad studium arabicum? As ‘to the 

Arabic language school’ or as ‘to the study of Arabic’? What do we know of the mentioned 

friars, and are their names particularly interesting in relation to Raymond Martin? What can 

we say about the location of this studium arabicum? And what about the motives of the 

assignation of these eight friars? The text is silent on all these points. In order to make the 

importance of the establishment of language schools sufficiently evident, I will give a short 

survey on the relationship between early Dominican missionary ideals and the necessity of the 

study of languages before I treat these questions. The first question, about the meaning of the 

term studium arabicum, will be answered by sketching the career of the main initiator of 

language schools in Spain and North Africa, Raymond of Peñafort. Raymond Martin stood in 

close connection with him. 

 

 

Early Dominican mission and the demand for study 

The missions of the first Dominican generations to pagans and Muslims are described by 

Berthold Altaner.
82

 He argues that the first friars had an ambitious missionary idea.
83

 They 

crossed the borders of Latin Christianity and approached Christian non-catholic groups in the 

Balkans, travelled to countries and peoples still pagan: the Baltic countries, Prussia, Finland, 

parts of Eastern Europe (Tartars, Kumans, etcetera). They created mission posts in the 

Christian commercial quarters of North-African cities (for example in Tunis) and preached 

among Muslims in Southern Europe (Sicily and Spain) and the Holy Land. Where possible 

they established convents.
84

 While heresy remained a central target for the Dominican 

missionary zeal in Latin Christian Europe, and most of the Dominican friars preached to 

common Christian believers, from the 1240s the order started to preach to Jews and in Jewish 

communities as well.
85

  

From the very beginning of Dominic’s appearance on the scene, Dominican preaching 

demanded the best skills of each preacher, both as to content and speech craft. A regulation on 

preparatory and ongoing study was already part of the first Constitutions elaborated by the 

first General Chapter of 1220.
86

 The early Constitutions regulated that every convent should 

                                                 
81

 For bibliographical information on the text and its sources, see Appendix One, text 1. With some adaptations 

my English translation is drawn from Mulchahey, First the Bow, 345; her translation is based on the Latin text 

submitted by Quétif and Echard. Robin Vose’s English translation differs slightly from Mulchahey’s, since he 

begins with the Latin in R. Hernández’s semi-critical edition; Vose, Dominicans, 105-106.      
82

 B. Altaner, Die Dominikanermissionen des 13. Jahrhunderts. Forschungen zur Geschichte der kirchlichen 

Unionen und der Mohammedaner- und Heidenmission des Mittelalters, Habelschwerdt 1924. 
83

 We should at least nuance Altaner’s emphasis on missionary preaching, which is too biased. In his 

Dominicans, Muslims and Jews in the Medieval Crown of Aragon (Cambridge 2009), Robin Vose shows 

elaborately and convincingly that mission to non-Christians was not the main goal of the Dominican order. 

Apostolic mission as preachers and pastors to the Christian faithful always was the most important area of 

attention. 
 

84
 José Maria Coll notes that of the first eight Dominican provinces founded in 1221 at least three stood in direct 

contact with pagans or Muslims: Spain, Germany, and Hungary. A few years later the provinces of Greece, the 

Holy Land, Polony, Dacia, etc. were founded. Coll, ‘Escuelas de lenguas (periodo raymundiano)’, 118.  
85

 For the increasing Dominican interest in preaching to the Jews, see especially Cohen, The Friars and the 

Jews; Chazan, Daggers of Faith. 
86

 A. Thomas, De oudste constituties van de Dominicanen. Voorgeschiedenis, tekst, bronnen, ontstaan en 

ontwikkeling (1215-1237). Met uitgave van de tekst, Louvain 1965, 260. The majority of the regulations 

concerning study and preaching appear at the end of the Constitutions, Distinctio II, cs. 28-29, 31-34; see ibid., 

361-366. Recent detailed studies on early Dominican education are Mulchahey, First the Bow (1998); J.-M. 

Goglin, L’Enseignement de la théologie dans les ordres mendicants à Paris au XIIIe siècle, Paris 2002. 
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appoint a doctor or a lector, ‘who introduces his brothers to the study of Scripture and to the 

rudiments of sacred theology.’
87

 These lectures were obligatory for all friars and, if desired, 

open to clerics from outside the convent. The obligation soon evolved into a standardized 

format of ‘two daily lectures, one on the Bible, one on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, a 

daily repetition of both of these, a weekly disputation, and a weekly repetitio generalis in 

which everything covered in the week’s course work was reviewed.’
88

 Each convent also had 

to designate a magister studentium responsible for the students and the organization of the 

disputations and the repetitions.
89

  

The fact that in each Dominican convent, from the common conventual’s schola to the 

studium generale, a daily drilling in individual and communal study, public lecture, and 

repetition was realized, reflects the ambition to coach a body of excellent preachers. Study, 

lecture, and repetition provided for the biblical, theological, and doctrinal knowledge, disputes 

for practising and applying this knowledge, and mastering the necessary qualities of rhetoric, 

the ars praedicandi. Candidate-preachers were given ample scope to practise their preaching 

within the walls of their own convent first. When they left the security of the convent, they 

were assigned as a socius to a more experienced brother.
90

 Finally, when it was clear that a 

friar possessed the desired skills, the licentia and the mandatum to preach were conferred on 

him by the prior.
91

  
 

 

The study of languages  

The Dominican master-general Humbert of Romans (1254-1263) concludes that preaching is 

necessary for helping souls to gain entry into heaven, for preventing their falling into the 

abyss of hell, and for liberating some of them from the demons, who ‘have unfortunately 

subjugated too large a part of [the world].’
92

 Part of Humbert’s thirteenth-century dream of 

conversion is the preaching to non-Christians.
93

 Under his master-generalship ‘Dominican 

interest in the idea of proselytism among non-Christians reached its height’.
94
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 Mulchahey, First the Bow, 132. See for the text of the regulation Distinctio II, c. 23 in Thomas, De oudste 

constituties, 358: ‘Conventus citra numerum duodenarium et sine licentia generalis capituli et sine priore et 
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praedicatorum; Berthier (ed.), vol. 2, 373-484; Eng. trans.: W. M. Conlon, A Treatise on Preaching, Washington 
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 Humbert of Romans, Liber de eruditione praedicatorum; Berthier (ed.), vol. 2, 376-377; trans. Conlon, 4-7, 

esp. 5-6.  
93

 The expression ‘thirteenth-century dream of conversion’ is borrowed from R. Burns, ‘Christian-Islamic 

Confrontation in the West. The Thirteenth-Century Dream of Conversion’, AHR 76 (1971), 1386-1434 [= 

Chapter Three in R. Burns, Muslims, Christians, and Jews in the Crusader Kingdom of Valencia, Cambridge 

1984, 80-108].    
94

 Vose, Dominicans, 43-44. At the same time Vose concludes that, although ‘Humbert placed the issue squarely 
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Preaching is also indispensable to the infidels; for without it they could not arrive at faith, a 

necessary condition for salvation [...] “How,” said St. Paul, “are they to believe him whom they 

have not heard? And how are they to hear if no-one preaches?” (Rom. 10:14.) Our Lord gave the 

gift of tongues to His Disciples so that they would be understood by all, and that they might lead to 

the faith many nations who evidently would not have been converted to Christ without their 

preaching.
95

 

 

Though Humbert believed that preaching talents are a gift of grace, he stressed thorough 

preparatory education. ‘Observe that, granted the grace of preaching well is a special gift of 

God, nevertheless it demands from the preacher full application to the study of whatever is 

needed for the proper execution of his office.’
96

 Thus, a Dominican preacher chosen to 

operate beyond the borders of Latin Christianity was in need of still another type of 

preparation than the regular study of Scripture, Catholic doctrine, and the art of preaching. He 

also needed to become familiar with the language and beliefs of his target group. The 

characterization Edward Tracy Brett gives of Humbert of Romans regarding this topic is very 

true:  
 

One must never engage in debate with heretics or infidels without thorough knowledge of his 

opponents’ position, as well as the answers they give to orthodox beliefs, or the devices they 

employ in disputation. Ignorance of opposing claims invites disaster.
97

  

 

Humbert himself wrote:  

 
Although the order should care about promoting the spiritual well-being of all souls, it should have 

even more special concern and fervent zeal regarding barbarian nations, and the pagans, Saracens, 

Jews, heretics, schismatics, etc., [...]. They are outside the Church and they should be directed to the 

road of salvation by the labour and care of the order, so that the glory of Christ will be disseminated 

in them. Thus, we need to take care that the order always has treatises against their errors, by which 

the friars are able to train themselves adequately, and that at proper places eligible friars labour to 

learn Arabic, Hebrew, Greek, or barbaric languages.
98 

 

Already in 1236, at the General Chapter of Paris, master-general Jordan of Saxony ordered: 

‘We demand that in all provinces and convents friars learn the languages of their 

neighbours.’
99

 The groundwork for this ‘foreign’ part of Dominican education was laid with 

                                                                                                                                                         
the study of foreign languages, expressed in several of his writings, is provided by A. Cortabarría, ‘Los “studia 

linguarum” de los dominicos en los siglos XIII y XIV’, in: C. del Valle Rodriguez (ed), La controversia 
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 E. Tracy Brett, Humbert of Romans. His Life and View of Thirteenth-Century Society, Toronto 1984, 132. 
98

 ‘Licet autem de omni fructu animarum per ordinem faciendo sit ei multum curandum, tamen specialiorem 

curam et zelum ferventiorum habere debet circa barbaras nationes, et paganos, saracenos, judaeos, haereticos, 

schismaticos, et hujusmodi, qui sunt extra Ecclesiam, ut per ordinis laborem et sollicitudinem in viam dirigantur 

salutis, et Christi in eis Gloria dilatetur. Et ideo curandum est ei ut semper in ordine sint aliqui tractatus contra 

errores eorum, in quibus fratres exercitare se valeant competenter; et ut aliqui fratres idonei insudent in locis 

idoneis ad linguas arabicam, hebraicam, graecam, et barbaras addiscendas. Et in provinciis quae sunt ad 

hujusmodi fructum faciendum aptiores, debet super hoc excitare fraters; et non quoscumque, sed (eos) qui circa 

fructum hujusmodi fervent, et aliter sunt idonei ad hujusmodi negotia, deputare interdum.’ Humbert of Romans, 
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the establishment of the so-called studia linguarum, ‘language schools’.
100

 These were ‘first 

and foremost missionary schools, established only in border territories where proselytization 

was being undertaken amongst people of exotic tongues or in those areas where multi-

culturalism dictated fluency in more than one language.’
101

 The order founded such schools in 

some of their convents in Spain, North Africa, Greece, the Holy Land, Syria, and probably 

also elsewhere in the Orient.
102

 Although it is difficult to reconstruct a reliable picture of the 

exact purposes and the curriculum of these schools, since the available sources remain silent 

about them, we may assume that these schools were not language schools in a strict sense. It 

seems likely that the friars were not only educated in the language of the people among whom 

they would go out to preach, but also in their holy books, religious traditions and practices.
103

  

Obviously a Dominican missionary should be mentally ready for going abroad. Leaving his 

home-convent, or even harder, leaving the Latin world, was quite a barrier, even for men who 

had chosen to live as mendicant and itinerant friars. In one of his encyclical letters of 1255, 

Humbert of Romans complains that ties to home and native soil frustrate the recruitment of 
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friars for the study of languages and international missions, and thus the Dominican 

aspirations of a universal preaching.
104

 He writes:  
 

Another thing is the love for the native soil, of which the sweetness traps many. Nature in them is 

not yet transformed by grace, so that they do not want to leave their land and relatives, nor forget 

their people. They want to live and stay among family and friends, not troubled by the fact that the 

Saviour was even untraceable for his own mother [...]. If we want to be preachers, we also should 

depart from the footsteps of such preachers.
105

 

 

Humbert invites each friar who aspires to become a student of foreign languages (he mentions 

explicitly Arabic, Greek, and Hebrew) in order to take part in the missionary work, to inform 

him.
106

 In his encyclical letter of the next year, he reports that many friars answered his plea 

and speaks about the fruits to be gained and the harvest already gathered. He mentions the 

Cumans, the Maronites in the Holy Land, the Tartars, and the Georgians. About the Saracens 

in Spain he says:  
 

In parts of Spain, friars who have studied Arabic among Saracens for many years are not only 

wonderfully proficient in the language, but, which is even more commendable, their coexistence 

with them serves the salvation of these Saracens, as is shown by the many who have already 

received the grace of baptism.
107

  

 

Thus, preaching was an essential element of the Dominican enterprise, and in order to 

accomplish successful preaching, an integral, regular, and systematic study program was 

created. The study of languages was considered to be inevitable for the non-Christian side of 

the Dominican mission, as modest and restricted as this part of the Dominican apostolic 

mission may have been.
108

 At several convents at the borders of Latin Europe, or possibly 

even among the unbelievers, studia linguarum were founded, probably also among the 

Muslims of southern Spain and northern Africa. ‘Almost all evidence for these language 

studia comes from Catalan-dominated regions of the Spanish (later Aragonese) Province, 

which was apparently seen as the most propitious place for providing friars with access to 

qualified teachers of Arabic and Hebrew.’
109
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Raymond of Peñafort, initiator of the studia arabica  

The quoted passage from the Acts of the Spanish Provincial Chapter in 1250 says that it was 

at the command of the Spanish province and the then master-general John of Wildeshausen 

that eight friars were assigned ad studium arabicum. Historians agree that Raymond of 

Peñafort (1185-1275) was probably the main initiator behind this enterprise, as he was of 

other missionary initiatives directed towards Muslims in Spain and North Africa in the period 

1240-1270. According to Peter Marsilius, Peñafort constituted Dominican language schools in 

Tunis and Murcia, and was involved in the selection and mission of Catalan friars to these 

schools.
110

 Another chronicler, Gerard of Fracheto, called him a zelator fidei propagandae 

inter saracenos, an advocate for the spread of the faith among the Saracens.
111

  

Peñafort was a Catalan. He joined the Dominicans in 1222, after having studied canon law 

at the University of Bologna. When he returned to Barcelona around 1240, he probably met 

there his talented namesake, Raymond Martin, who would become the kind of missionary 

Peñafort had in mind: biblically and theologically trained, multilingual, capable of studying 

Islam and Judaism in order to defend Christians against Muslim and Jewish influence and 

argumentation, and to confront Jews and Muslims with the Christian truth; a friar also ready 

to live and work abroad in Muslim-dominated regions, and not afraid to discuss the Christian 

faith with Muslim kings and princes, or with Jewish leaders and rabbis. Peñafort himself was 

not such a missionary, he was the politician behind the efforts to create them. The following 

sketch of his career will show how influential he was and how dedicated to spreading the 

Christian truth among Muslims, Jews, and heretics.  

In 1230 the jurist Peñafort was commissioned by Pope Gregory IX (1227-1241) to edit the 

Decretales. This collection of papal bulls – in fact, papal responsa to questions –, which had 

the force of law, was promulgated in 1234. During this period Peñafort would become a 

confidant of the pope, being one of his confessors. In 1238, he was elected master-general of 

the Dominicans. Two years later he resigned for reasons of health and returned to Barcelona. 

There he soon became the driving force behind the Dominican mission and inquisition in the 

Kingdom of Aragon, the latter in close cooperation with the archbishop of Tarragona.
112
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A few examples suffice to show that Peñafort was already busy with missionary matters 

during his Roman period. Gregory IX delegated him in 1229 to preach the crusade against 

Mallorca in the regions of Arles and Narbonne, which James I of Aragon was about to start.
113

 

In 1237 a papal bull commissioned him, together with the Bishops of Lerida and Vich, to find 

the right bishop for conquered Majorca.
114

 Further, around 1234, Gregory entrusted him with 

the writing of a canonical memorandum for the Dominican and Franciscan priors in Tunis, 

who had submitted to the pope a number of ‘doubts’ (dubia) concerning some doctrinal and 

practical points related to Church life and the life of Christians under Muslim rule.
115

 Though 

these dubia were not concerned with Christian mission among Muslims (which certainly was 

prohibited in Tunis in these decades), but only with matters of spiritual care, the 

memorandum shows Peñafort’s special attention to problems related to a multi-religious 

setting.
116

 Finally, in his Summa de paenitentia, composed in stages between 1225 and 1235, 

we find a rudiment of a missionary strategy concerning Jews and Muslims: 
 

According to the words of [Pope] Gregory [the Great], Jews as well as Saracens should be invited 

again and again to embrace the Christian faith, through [biblical] auctoritates and rationes, and 

mildly rather than harshly. They should not be compelled, since forced servitude does not please 

God.
117

  

 

So, when Peñafort returned to Aragon, he probably had the plans, and certainly the authority 

and experience, to establish a serious missionary campaign among the many Muslims 

inhabiting the kingdom after the conquests of Majorca (1229-1230), Minorca (1232), Ibiza 

and Formentera (ceded to the Archbishop of Tarragona, who occupied the islands in 1235) 

and the principality of Valencia (1232-1245). King James’s support of the new missionizing 

initiatives ‘had to flow, above all else, from a genuine desire on the part of the king to foster 

the aims of Church.’
118

 The fact that four of his confessors were Dominicans (Michael of 

Fabra, Raymond of Peñafort, Arnold of Segarra, and Berengar of Castellbisbal) shows that he 

was very devoted to the Dominicans. But James was a great politician and administrator as 

well. Without abandoning his principle that subjugated Muslims deserved his full respect and 

protection, he knew at the same time that missionizing, if executed peacefully and with tact, 

could, in the long run, be a useful contribution to the unification of his much expanded 

kingdom.
119
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Peñafort became one of the leading counsellors of the king, as he had previously been of 

Pope Gregory.
120

 His hand would soon be visible in the royal policy concerning both Muslims 

and Jews. Though James, for reasons unknown, did not answer the pope’s call to confiscate 

Jewish books during Lent 1240, Aragon proved two years later to be the first European 

Christian kingdom with legislation forcing Muslims and Jews to attend Christian sermons in 

their mosques or synagogues. The king commanded:  

 
Likewise we wish and decree that, whenever the archbishop, bishops, or Dominican or Franciscan 
friars visit a town or a locale where Saracens or Jews dwell and wish to present the word of God to 
the said Jews or Saracens, these must gather at their call and must patiently hear their preaching. If 
they [the Jews or Saracens] do not wish to come of their own will, our officials shall compel them 
to do so, putting aside all excuses.

121
  

 

But Robin Vose remarks that ‘it was one thing to receive permission for conversionary 

preaching in principle, however, and quite another to actually perform it.’
122

 He points to the 

extant documentation showing that where friars sought to preach to Jews in the Crown of 

Aragon, Jewish communities often opposed it successfully, since the king recognized the need 

to protect them, ‘though often at a price and always with an eye to preserving the king’s 

claims to Christian piety.’
123

  

Somewhere in the 1240s or 1250s, Peñafort wrote a short memorandum to his master-

general about the results and possibilities of missionary work in Moorish Spain and North 

Africa.
124

 Though the letter is difficult to date, it is precious. It mainly regards aspects of 

missionary work to Christians living under a Muslim rule. The circumstances for Christians in 

the Maghrib ports were favourable in those days, especially in Ifriqiya, as the regions of 

present Tunisia and part of Algeria were then called.
125

 Peñafort described an active 

apostolate among Christian mercenaries in Muslim service, Christian slaves, prisoners, and 

apostates. Serious efforts to ransom slaves and prisoners were also part of the missionary 

enterprise.
126

 In some parts of Moorish Spain, like Murcia, even preaching to Muslims seems 
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to have been possible. According to Peñafort’s own words: ‘Especially in Murcia many of 

them were converted, either in secret or in public.’
127

  

The success of Peñafort’s missionary initiatives is affirmed in the earlier mentioned 

anonymous Vita on his life. ‘With the license of the master-general and with the help of the 

kings of Castile and Aragon’, he procured a studium arabicum, which is said to be very 

successful, since:  
 

More than ten thousand Saracens were converted by the friars who preached to them, and among 

the Saracens of Spain and even in Africa the truth of the Christian faith was spread and already 

approved in such a way that especially many of their wise men were ready to accept the truth of the 

Christian faith, and almost every one of the teachers of the friars who taught them the Arabic 

language were converted by their efforts.
128

 

 

In the same period two bulls of Pope Alexander IV show papal consent to the Dominican 

missions. In 1256 the pope asked the Spanish Dominican provincial to send out friars to the 

Saracen parts of Spain, to Tunis, or ‘whatever other nation of the infidels’.
129

 In 1260 the pope 

conceded the authority to Peñafort to send out again Dominican missionaries to Tunis and 

other ‘barbarian countries’.
130

  

The missionary aspirations and initiatives of Peñafort occurred in a period which in the 

eyes of Church leaders appeared promising for the expansion of the Christian faith in Spain 

and perhaps even in North Africa and Muslim-dominated regions in Spain. Rome made 

serious efforts to reorganize and purify Christianity; the Christian kings of Castile and Aragon 

conquered large Muslim territories in a short period, prompting them to follow a policy of 

unification and christianization, or at least to make attempts to do this. After his return to 

Aragon, Peñafort seems to be involved in various important decisions regarding Dominican 
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mission and preaching, all supported by the Crown: the organization of the inquisition, the 

preaching among Muslims and Jews, and the establishment of Dominican language 

schools.
131

 Once back in his home-convent in Barcelona he probably learned to know 

Raymond Martin. The direction which the career of this young talented Catalan friar would 

take shows the influence of his famous namesake. 

In the following subsections I will focus on the subject of the Dominican language schools, 

especially the studium arabicum of 1250. Though I am fascinated by this part of early 

Dominican history, I want to stress that I endorse Robin Vose’s argumentation not to 

maximize the importance of the studia linguarum in Dominican learning and mission:  
 

Higher studies of all sorts were controversial within the Order and generally restricted to a minority 

of friars. Also, Hebrew and Arabic language studies were quite rare and never comprised more than 

a fraction of the friars’ educational program in any region. Their pursuit by a select few should be 

understood within the overall context of Dominican learning.
132

     
 

 

The identity of the eight missionaries 

According to the Acts of the Spanish Provincial Chapter, the eight friars sent to the studium 

arabicum in 1250 were: Arnold of Guardia, Peter of Cadireta, Raymond Martin, Peter Aria, 

Peter of Puteo, Peter of Sancto Felice, Dominic Estevan, and Peter of Canoles. Eight names. 

Who were Raymond’s companions?
133

 For a long time scholars were in the dark for most of 

the names. Fortunately new evidence turned up recently: an eighteenth-century copy of a 

medieval profession list from the Palma diocesan archive.
134

 It shows that four of the eight 

friars were active on Mallorca in the period c. 1239-1253: Arnold of Guardia, Peter of Puteo, 

Dominic Estevan (or Diego Stephani)
135

, and Peter of Canoles. Arnold of Guardia, the 

praelatus, the leader of the group, was prior of the Mallorca convent from 1250-1253.
136

 

Some scholars have suggested that Arnold of Guardia was Arnold of Segarra, the Spanish 

provincial of the Dominicans in 1250, and the later prior of St. Catherine’s in Barcelona.
137

 

Peter of Cadireta, the second friar mentioned, appears as inquisitor in later documents. By 

1264 he was the inquisitor-general of Aragon.
138

 He died as a martyr in the county Urgell in 

Catalonia.
139

 Peter of Puteo, or Peter of Priteo, the fifth mentioned, was received at the 

Mallorca convent in 1239.
140

 Douais identified him as Peter Puget. He was prior of the 
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convent of Saint Catherine’s in Barcelona when Arnold of Villanova dedicated his Allocutio 

super siginificatione nominis Tetragrammaton to him in 1292.
141

 Dominic Estevan and Peter 

of Canoles made their profession at Mallorca in 1247.
142

 The activities of Peter of Sancto 

Felice seem to have concentrated mainly in Barcelona and environs.
143

 Peter Aria is 

mentioned in the Acts of the Provincial Chapter in Estella (1281), when he was assigned as 

doctor to the Saint Paul’s convent in Sevilla.  

Robles Sierra suggests that the order of listing these friars refers to their age or to the date 

of their entrance in the order: the eldest first, the youngest last.
144

 If that is true, and it appears 

to be if we check the Mallorcan profession list, the fact that Raymond Martin is mentioned 

before Peter of Puteo, probably means that he made his profession before 1239, the year that 

Puteo entered the order. This corresponds with the estimations I submitted earlier this chapter, 

that Raymond joined the Dominicans between 1235 and 1240. Thus, in 1250 Raymond was 

about thirty years old and had been a Dominican friar for at least twelve years. If we accept 

Robles Sierra’s suggestion and combine it with the fact of Raymond’s age, the conclusion 

must be that these missionaries were not a group of youngsters. At least five of them, 

including Raymond, were older and experienced friars.
145

 The last two mentioned, Dominic 

Estevan and Peter of Canoles, were the benjamins of the group. They had been Dominicans 

for three years only.  

The profession list mentioned above suggests that the study of Arabic to which these eight 

friars were assigned, took place in Mallorca. After all, four of them made their profession in 

the convent of Palma. And of Arnold of Guardia, the praelatus of the group, we know that he 

was appointed prior of the Mallorcan convent in the same year as these friars were sent ad 

studium arabicum. I will return to this subject in the following subsections.    

 

 

A new studium? 

For the establishment of a new convent the Dominican constitutions demanded a number of 

twelve friars, the consent of the General Chapter, and the appointment of a prior and a doctor. 

These three conditions are, in a way, present in our text, but are not fulfilled completely: 

‘Wishing to fulfil the command of the master [….] we designate the above-named brother 

Arnold of Guardia the others’ superior and we shall bring their number up to twelve at the 

first opportunity God provides.’ It was not the General Chapter, but the master-general 

together with the Provincial Chapter of Spain who took the initiative; Arnold of Guardia was 

not appointed prior but praelatus; and the number of twelve had not (yet) been reached. 

Should we conclude from these facts then that the eight friars were not charged to create a 

completely new convent, but to start an Arabic school within an existing convent, or perhaps 

to give new impulse to a waning studium? According to Robles Sierra this is the case.
146

 

Colomer agrees with him. He states that the Acts do not mention the place of the studium, 

which implies that the school already existed.
147

    

M. Michèle Mulchahey, however, draws a different conclusion. According to her the text of 

the enactment 
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makes it clear that the brothers named had been set the task of learning the Arabic language in 

anticipation of a mission to Moorish lands, where they would found a priory and then proselytise. 

Fray Arnoldo is named the leader of the delegation, with the intention that he will be the prior of the 

community once established. The Spanish chapter also expresses the hope that the province will be 

able to add four others to the eight brothers already assigned, in order to make up the twelve 

required to establish a house.
148

  

 

Thus, Mulchahey sees the initiative as a first step towards a convent of missionaries in a 

Muslim city abroad, Tunis for example. If she is right, it seems obvious that Mallorca was the 

place where preparations took place. Without any doubt the location would have been perfect 

and safe. The island was conquered by King James in 1229, but in the 1250s there still existed 

a significant Muslim population.  

Mulchahey takes the words assignamus ad studium arabicum to mean that these friars were 

simply required to take up the study of Arabic, and not assigned to a specific studium. 

Commonly historians have translated the word studium as ‘school’. They hold that the friars 

were assigned to an existing Arabic school, since the Acts do not mention a location. From a 

different angle, José Maria Coll argues as well that the studium of 1250 must have been an 

existing school. He advances the claim that in thirteenth-century Dominican provincial Acts a 

fixed formula was used for the erection of a new school: ‘Ponimus (ibi) studium […] in […]’. 

In the Acts of 1250 this formula was not used and therefore, Coll concludes, the school 

already existed.
149

  

Whatever the case, assigment of the friars to the act of study or to an existing school, the 

facts are leading us in the direction of Mallorca. I agree with Vose that the profession list 

from the Palma diocesane archive makes the Dominican convent at Mallorca the most 

obvious location where the eight friars were ordered to come together and take up their Arabic 

study under command of Arnold of Guardia, the praelatus of the group. But the Provincial 

Chapter expected the usefulness of the studium to lie chiefly in the future. ‘Today but 

especially in the future’, the text says. I agree with Mulchahey that this implies that the friars 

were told to prepare themselves and that their study of Arabic (and their efforts to become 

experts in the world of Islam) anticipated a mission still to come. The case of Raymond 

Martin shows, as we will see, that a central element of that mission was showing Christians 

how to view Islam in relation to Christianity, and how to refute Muslim arguments against the 

Christian faith. The protection of Christians against the lures of Islam was of course most 

pressing in Muslim-dominated areas, such as Moorish Spain and North Africa.   

 

 

Possible locations of studia arabica 

The tradition of situating the studium arabicum of 1250 in Mallorca is rather late. The 

statement was made in a anonymous manuscript from the sixteenth century, which conserves 

in a fragmentary way the history of the expulsion of Muslims from Valencia and the apostolic 

activities of Friar Juan Micó (1489-1555).
150

 Several Mallorcan historians have since then 

defended the thesis that a studium arabicum was part of the history of their island.
151

 But why 

did Peter Marsilius, nota bene a Mallorcan himself, not mention the island but only Tunis and 

Murcia as schools resulting from Peñafort’s initiatives? After all, Peñafort was already 
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involved in the conquest of Mallorca in 1229 and its first ecclesiastical infrastructure.
152

 The 

establishment of an Arabic school in Mallorca without his exertion seems rather unlikely. One 

reason for Marsilius not to mention Mallorca is obvious: it was not Peñafort who established 

an Arabic language school on the island, but the Spanish Provincial Chapter. Another reason 

may be that the study of Arabic in Palma was granted only a short life, since, as Mulchahey 

suggests, the assignment of the eight friars of 1250 formed a preparatory stage in anticipation 

of the establishment of a Dominican mission to Moorish lands. And finally, although recent 

research points to Mallorca as the site of the 1250 studium arabicum, the evidence is largely 

circumstantial, and important details, such as location, content and duration, remain subject to 

speculation.
153

 The majority of historians who wrote on the topic argue that the site was 

probably Tunis.
154

 Therefore, I will briefly present their arguments in order to stress the 

possibility that in the 1240s and 1250s the Dominican convent in Tunis was an important 

centre of Arabic and Islamic learning and may have housed a studium arabicum.  

The main witness of the defenders of Tunis as the site of the 1250 studium is Peter 

Marsilius. He states that Peñafort founded studia arabica in Tunis and Murcia. Since the 

institution of Murcia was ordered by the Provincial Chapter of 1265, the logical conclusion is 

that the studium of 1250 was that of Tunis.
155

 Other historical facts sustain this conclusion. 

Letters from Peñafort, Pope Alexander IV, and Humbert of Romans, all dating from the 

second half of the 1250s, refer to Dominican mission and apostolate in Tunis. From the 1220s 

Dominican presence in Tunis already guaranteed experience of, and contacts with, Islam. The 

freedom of religion that Christians enjoyed in Tunis – perhaps even going so far, under the 

rule of al-Mustansir, that preaching to Muslims was allowed under certain conditions –,
156

 

provided the necessary ambience.
157

  

In the Capistrum Iudaeorum Raymond Martin suggests that he lived for twelve years in a 

Muslim environment.
158

 We know he was back in Barcelona in 1264, which means that he left 

Christian soil in 1252 at the latest. Mallorca was Christian soil, so if he was sent to the island 

in 1250, he stayed there a few years at most. In another passage in the Capistrum Raymond’s 

description of the many remnants of early Christianity in Tunis and throughout the whole of 

North Africa gives the impression that he travelled a lot across the area.
159

 In combination 

with Peter Marsilius’s statement that Raymond was very much respected by the emir of Tunis, 

there is a real possibility that Tunis was his base of operation during his twelve years on 

Muslim soil.  

According to Vose, Peter Marsilius’s statement on the establishment of language schools in 

Tunis and Murcia by Peñafort ‘seems to be based on his interpretation of Penyafort’s earlier 

claim that the friars were having many successes among the “Saracens” of Tunis and 

Murcia.’
160

 In my opinion this is too easy a devaluation of Marsilius’s reliability as a witness. 

St. Catherine’s was Marsilius home-convent and he lived there only a few decades after 
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Raymond Martin and Raymond of Peñafort. Marsilius may even have known Raymond 

Martin personally. The fact that he added a whole section to his Latin translation of the Llibre 

del Fets, the autobiographical chronicle of King James I, ‘in praise of his Order and its 

leading lights – especially the former master-general Raymond Penyafort, whose canonization 

was under consideration at the papal curia’,
161

 does not prove that the facts he adduced form a 

‘dubious testimony’.
162

   

Robles Carcedo maintains that there certainly was Dominican apostolate and mission in 

Tunis, but that it is hard to prove that there was a studium arabicum.
163

 His objections against 

a language school in Tunis, however, are not very strong. He states that the spirit of Pope 

Alexander’s letter of 1260 to Peñafort makes us think that the friars who were sent out to 

Tunis were not young students still to be educated at a language school, but educated and 

trained missionaries. For Robles Carcedo this is a sign that Tunis was an important 

missionary centre but not the location of a studium arabicum. But there is no reason to assume 

that every student of a language school was a youngster. On the contrary, it is more likely that 

mission to a language school was preceded by thorough biblical, theological, and preaching 

training, so that at least some of the students of such a school were advanced theologians and 

experienced preachers. The list of the friars sent ad studium arabicum in 1250 proves that not 

all of them were youngsters. Thus, Robles Carcedo’s objections against a studium arabicum 

in Tunis can easily be reversed to arguments in favour of it. Following many historians who 

published on the subject, I presume an Arabic school provided specialist training in Arabic, 

Qur’an, Islamic doctrine, and strategies for debating with Muslims, and that friars who had 

already proven their talent for preaching and study formed at least a part of its students.  

In view of all this, I would propose that the enterprise of 1250 started in Mallorca, but that 

it was continued on Muslim soil, probably in Tunis and not necessarily with the same friars 

who were assigned ad studium arabicum in 1250. The chroniclers of the Dominican convent 

in Mallorca note that Friar Bernard Salvatella was an Arabic teacher in Tunis at the end of the 

1240s and that the Spanish Provincial Chapter assigned him in 1250 to the convent of 

Mallorca. According to them the studium moved to Mallorca then.
164

 It is very well possible 

that Bernard introduced these eight friars to the basics of Arabic, to return to Tunis with the 

most talented of them a few years later, Raymond Martin being one of them.
165

 Or perhaps 

Bernard resigned from his mission on Muslim soil in 1250 and was assigned to teach and to 

select suitable candidates for missionary work in Tunis. A short studium in Mallorca might 

explain why teaching of Arabic in Mallorca in the 1250’s left few traces: no textual materials 

for the study of Arabic in the well-documented medieval library collection, and no means of 

learning Arabic around 1260, so that Raymond Lull had to call in a Muslim-slave tutor.
166

  

 

The brothers Carreras y Artau situate the studium of 1250 in Murcia, although without much 

foundation for their statement.
167

 After having been a Muslim vassal state of the king of 

Castile for two decades, Murcia was conquered in 1266 by Aragonese and Castilian troops. 

The first reliable fact we have on the location of a Dominican language school in Murcia 

dates from 1265. At that time the Provincial Chapter ordered the establishment of such a 
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school in that city.
168

 The choice would have been made in anticipation of the coming 

conquest of the Murcia. The passage from the anonymous Vita mentioned above may be 

connected with these events. It speaks about Peñafort procuring an Arabic school with the 

help of the kings of Castile and Aragon. There are, however, two facts which suggest the 

existence of a studium arabicum in Murcia befóre 1265. First, Peñafort’s letter to Humbert of 

Romans, in which he says that many conversions of Muslims were taking place, especially in 

Murcia.
169

 The problem with the date of the letter (somewhere between 1243-1265) entails 

that we cannot even rule out Murcia as the location of the studium in 1250. The same 

conclusion follows from a testimony by Ibn Rashiq in the Vocabulista in Arabico about a 

studium arabicum in Murcia. The Vocabulista is dated by De la Granja between 1243 and 

1263.
170

  

Thus, perhaps the institution of the Arabic-Hebrew language school in Murcia around 1266 

pertains to the reopening of a former Arabic school that was closed as a result of the Murcian 

rebellion in the years before its conquest. Was this former school established after the General 

Chapter of Valenciennes (1259) called upon the provincial prior of Spain to erect a studium 

arabicum in Barcelona, or elsewhere?
171

 According to Coll, it is impossible that Murcia was 

the site of a Dominican school between 1260 and 1266, because of the unstable situation in 

the city.
172

 Both Coll and Cortabarría think that the school mandated by the General Chapter 

first existed provisionally for a few years in Barcelona or Valencia, and then moved to Murcia 

after the conquest.
173

  

Possibly the return of Raymond Martin to the Iberian Peninsula in the beginning of the 

1260s had a connection with the establishment of this new Arabic school on Spanish Christian 

soil, ‘in Barcelona or elsewhere’. He may have been requested to make arrangements for this 

school. It would partly explain his return to Barcelona.
174

  

 

 

Raymond Martin’s first writings  

Seven years after having been assigned ad studium arabicum, Raymond had become ‘a fairly 

skilled Arabist with a real interest in Islam.’
175

 This at least proves his Explanatio simboli 

apostolorum ad institutionem fidelium (1257), which was a defence of the Apostles’ Creed, 

written for Christians, as the subtitle ad institutionem fidelium (‘in order to edify the faithful’) 
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reveals, and meant also to confute in particular Muslim objections against the Christian 

faith.
176

 Chroniclers, primarily Peter Marsilius, hold that Raymond wrote a few other works 

against Islam.
177

 The anonymous De seta Machometi (‘On the Muhammadan sect’), also 

known as the Quadruplex reprobatio (‘Fourfold Refutation’), was almost certainly one of 

them.
178

 In Chapter Two, I will further elaborate on Raymond’s ‘Islamic’ writings.    

 

 

 

4. Disputation and Censorship in Barcelona 

 

According to his own testimony, Raymond was active in the negotium arabicum for about 

twelve years.
179

 Exact dates of his return to Christian Spain are lacking. It is, for example, 

impossible to know whether he attended the Disputation of Barcelona, assisted Paul Christian 

and Raymond of Peñafort during its preparations, or was called back to Barcelona to erect a 

studium arabicum. Certainly he was back in the city in 1264. In March of that year he was 

appointed as a member of a royal commission of five, which was to judge blasphemies 

against the Christian faith in rabbinic literature. The commission was an extension of a three-

man commission installed immediately after the Disputation, in August 1263. Members of the 

first commission were the Dominican friars Raymond of Peñafort, Paul Christian, and Arnold 

of Segarra.
180

 Six months later Raymond Martin and the Fransiscan friar Peter of Genua were 

added to these three.  

Robert Chazan notes an interesting difference between the task descriptions of these two 

commissions. The difference may give us a clue on Raymond’s expertise and the reason why 

he was appointed as a member. Chazan argues that the second commission was the result of a 

successful Jewish appeal to the king. The Jews gained more favourable conditions in the 

process of censorship. The edict by which the first commission was installed, put a burden of 

self-censorship on the Jews: Jews were to investigate their own books and, in addition, to 

extirpate within three months the offensive passages pointed out to them by the commission. 

The edict of early 1264 put it differently. The onus of proof came to lie with the five-man 

commission; the Jewish community got the opportunity to respond to the commission’s 

allegations against their books.
181

  

The new process needed more labour and expertise on the part of the commission. Probably 

the extension of the commission was the result of this and Raymond Martin and Peter of 

Genua brought in knowledge the commission needed. As far as we know neither Peñafort nor 

Segarra had expert knowledge of Hebrew or rabbinics. Thus Raymond and Peter must have 

been appointed in order to assist Paul Christian with his investigations into rabbinic literature. 

Only a few years later, around 1267, Raymond showed the first proof of his Hebrew and 

rabbinic mastery by composing the Capistrum Iudaeorum (‘Muzzle for the Jews’).
182
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Tellingly, he dedicated the Capistrum to Peter Martyr, the famous Dominican inquisitor of 

Northern-Italy, who had been murdered in 1252.
183

 Peter’s presence in the preface to the 

Capistrum may reflect the inquisitorial setting in which the Capistrum originated, and perhaps 

even reveals that Raymond intended it to be used among inquisitors as well.
184

 But we should 

not draw our conclusions too hastily. Peter was, first of all, considered a great preacher, who 

brought many people to the Catholic faith. And that is the main context in which we must 

place the Capistrum: a book instructing those preachers who were entering into debate and 

disputation with Jews.  

When Paul Christian left Barcelona after 1268, Raymond probably became the first 

Dominican authority on Hebrew language and literature in Aragon.
185

 As Paul and Raymond 

seem to have cooperated closely and Paul perhaps was Raymond’s connection to the French 

Crown,
186

 I will close this subsection with a few biographical notes on Paul. He was a Jew by 

birth, probably from Montpellier. According to Jacob ben Elijah Lattes of Venice, who wrote 

a letter to a Jewish convert identified by modern scholars as Paul Christian, this convert was 

his student before his conversion. According to Isaac ben Lattes, the fourteenth-century 

Hebrew chronicler, Paul was a student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Emmanuel of Tarascon and later 

debated with Rabbi Mordekhai ben Joseph of Avignon. It is unknown why and when Paul 

converted to Christianity and joined the Dominicans. The assumption that he converted in 

1229 through the agency of Raymond of Peñafort was rightly mistrusted by Cecil Roth.
187

  

Before the Disputation of Barcelona in 1263 Paul preached to the Jews of the Provence and 

had discussions with Nahmanides in Gerona, particularly, it seems, on the Trinity.
188

 Chazan 

argues that Paul debated with Rabbi Meir ben Simeon in Narbonne.
189

 Perhaps Paul 

concentrated his activities in Catalonia and Aragon from 1258, when King James renounced 

his interests in the Provence.
190

 Around 1263 James had ‘plenty of reasons to patronize the 

friar and his project […]. James was being roundly condemned in papal circles’.
191

 

Organizing a prestigeous disputation and giving Paul and his fellow Dominicans the 

opportunity to challenge the Jews and test the new method propagated by Paul, may have 

been an attempt to ‘demonstrate royal concern for proper dissemination of theological truth 

and correspondingly stern attitude toward the Jews.’
192

 Probably James was also interested in 

Paul’s innovative approach and the defence of Moses ben Nahman, one of the most celebrated 

rabbis in his kingdom.
193

  

The events immediately after the Disputation indicate that apparently the Dominicans had 

persuaded James to further pressurize the Jews. The king reissued the edict of 1242, 

expressing his support ‘of whatever conversionary preaching the Dominicans might wish to 
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undertake’ to Jews ánd Muslims.
194

 A few days later he sent a message to all his Jewish 

communities, ordering them to receive ‘our beloved Friar Paul Christian’ in their synagogues 

and homes, listen to him, respond to his questions, and show him their books ‘which he 

requires to show you the truth.’
195

 And, as we saw, Paul was appointed as a member of the 

aforementioned royal commission which censored rabbinic literature.  

But only a few days after the king’s edict and his message, the measures were relaxed: 

James ordered that Jews could not be compelled to listen to conversionary sermons by the 

friars and should not be obliged to hear sermons outside their Jewish quarter:  
 

One can only speculate that James was playing a subtle game. The situation allowed him to make 

gestures of piety and support for the canonical position on preaching rights on the one hand, only to 

follow these with gestures of lordly benevolence on behalf of his loyal Jewish subjects. The king 

undoubtedly received financial contributions from those subjects in return for his protection, and it 

is possible that he deliberately manipulated the threat of Christiani’s planned synagogue invasions 

with this in mind.
196

 

 

As we saw above, Paul Christian and the Dominicans soon lost ground regarding the 

censorship of Jewish books as well. More conflicts between the Dominicans and the king 

arose. In 1265 the friars accused Rabbi Moses ben Nahman of blasphemy during the 

Disputation of Barcelona and having repeated it in his vikuach (account) of the event. A royal 

court decided that the book should be burned and the rabbi was exiled for two years. The 

friars were dissatisfied with the verdict and subsequently James dismissed the case and set the 

rabbi free with a safe conduct. Nahmanides left Aragon for the Holy Land soon thereafter, 

where he died about 1270.
197

 

After these events Paul Christian travelled to his patron in Rome, the newly installed Pope 

Clement IV, none other than Guy Foulques, the former archbishop of Narbonne, and asked for 

papal assistance.
198

 Clement expressed his dissatisfaction with the state of affairs in a lengthy 

letter to James. He criticized him on several matters, like toleration of Muslims in the Crown 

of Aragon, the taxation of churches, the presence of Jews in public office, and his insufficient 

actions against Jewish blasphemies (the case of Moses ben Nahman was mentioned as an 

example).
199

 In 1267 the Pope sent copies of the bull Damnabili perfidia judaeorum, ‘a 

vicious denunciation  of Jews and Judaism’, to James and the prelates in his kingdom.
200

 Once 

again he feels the need to promote Paul Christian as censor of rabbinic literature.
201

 The letter 

was delivered by Paul Christian himself and, as far as we know, James’s only answer was a 

series of pro-Jewish edicts in 1268, ‘with clauses that blatantly defied Clement’s and Paul’s 

agenda.’
202

 Paul leaves Barcelona and moves on to Paris, where Louis IX seems to have been 

more eager to benevolently receive his anti-Jewish preaching. It is possible that Raymond 

Martin visited and assisted him there in 1269.
203

 The date and locality of Paul’s death are 
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unknown. According to Isaac ben Lattes, he died in Tavar Mina.
204

 Traditionally 1274 is 

mentioned as the year of his death
205

, but the text of Isaac ben Lattes may point  to 1282. As 

far as we know, Paul did not leave any writings; it seems he left the task of writing to 

Raymond Martin. 

 Eventually the conclusion seems justified that the efforts of Paul Christian and his fellow 

friars to preach to the Jews in Aragon, censor their books, crush their arguments, and try their 

most prominent rabbi had little success.
206

 The pressure, however, they put on the Jewish 

community and the attempts to challenge the alliance between the king and ‘his’ Jews, must 

have had serious impact, if not on the Jews than certainly on levels of the Christian society 

which were dissatisfied with the position and power Jews and Judaism had obtained in 

Aragon.
207

  

 

 

 

5. Crusade against Tunis 

 

The suggestion that the Dominicans, especially Raymond of Peñafort and Raymond Martin, 

encouraged King Louis IX to start a crusade against Tunis (1270) has a long tradition.
208

 

Berthier, for example, argues that Peñafort finally came to the conclusion that large-scale 

intellectual conversion of Muslims in North Africa was unlikely, so that he started to believe 

that a conquest of Tunis would be the beginning of a Christian restoration in North Africa, 

and Tunis could function as a base for recapturing the Holy Land.
209

 According to Berthier, 

Peñafort sent Raymond Martin to King Louis in order to persuade him of the benefits of a 

Tunisian crusade. Recently this thesis was revived in an article by Michael Lower.
210

 Whereas 

Berthier assumes that the Catalan Dominicans had come to the conclusion that peaceful 

preaching would not yield the hoped-for results and crusade remained the only way to restore 

Christianity in Tunis, Lower is inclined to follow Geoffrey of Beaulieu’s statement that Louis 

believed al-Mustansir fostered a hidden wish to become a Christian:
211

  
 

He [Louis] thought, therefore, that if a large and renowned army suddenly placed itself 

before Tunis, the king of Tunis could scarcely have such a reasonable occasion to be 

baptized, because, by this means, he could avoid death at the hands of his men, keep 

possession of his kingdom, and others who wished could become Christian with him.
212
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Geoffrey of Beaulieu recounts that ‘trustworthy sources’ told Louis about the willingness on 

the side of al-Mustansir to convert to Christianity.
213

 Lower argues that these trustworthy 

sources must have been Dominican friars. He suggests Andrew of Longjumeau or Raymond 

Martin, both well acquainted with the emir.
214 

The arguments advanced by Lower and earlier 

historians are stimulating and problematic at the same time. In this section, I will reproduce 

and question them. But before that I will give a short sketch of the relationship of the Crown 

and the merchants of Aragon with Tunis, since this is a factor that should be taken into 

account when we examine the possible advisor’s role of Catalan Dominicans regarding the 

French plans to attack Tunis.  

 

 

The Aragonese entry into Tunis  

From the thirteenth to the sixteenth century, Tunis was ruled by the Hafsid dynasty.
215

 The 

Hafsids managed to make themselves independent from the caliphate in Marrakech. In 1229 

Caliph al-Ma’mun made his entry into Marrakech with the help of a Castilian army, and 

renounced the Almohad doctrine. Abu Zakariya, the then new ruler of Tunis (1228-1249), 

declared himself the true heir of the Almohad authority and united different North-African 

Almohad tribes under his leadership. By 1237 he assumed the caliphial title of amir al-

mu’minin (‘Emir of the Believers’). After a failed attempt to assist Valencia against the 

Aragonese invasion at the end of the 1230s, he concentrated on extending his authority in the 

Maghrib itself. Chiefs of contemporary Western Algeria submitted to him in the East, and the 

region of Tlemcen recognized his suzerainty in the West. Rulers of several towns in 

Andalusia, including Granada, did the same, hoping to receive military support against the 

threats from Christian Spain.  

The commercial relationship with Europe expanded under Abu Zakariya’s rule, generating 

much wealth in Ifriqiya. Tunis knew a sophisticated urban life. Commercial treaties with 

important Italian cities, such as Venice (1231), Pisa (1234), Genoa (1236), permitted nationals 

of these cities to settle and trade in the Hafsid ports. A treaty of peace and commerce with the 

kingdom of Aragon was signed at the end of the 1240s, shortly before the Spanish 

Dominicans appear to have (re)initiated an Arabic language school in Tunis. Aragon had its 

own ambassador in Tunis, and its subjects their own fondaco, a compound where their shops, 

taverns and consulate were located. Christian merchants were allowed to practise their 

religion freely, to build churches, to appoint priests, and to lay out cemeteries. King James of 

Aragon had even been ‘busy securing papal guarantees that Tunis would not be attacked by 

any crusade ventures.’
216

   

Abu Zakariya’s son, al-Mustansir, who ruled between 1249-1277, largely comprised the 

period of Raymond Martin’s active career. He managed to consolidate the power and 

authority his father had established. As the Marinid dynasty had not yet consolidated its 

power in contemporary Morocco and the Muslim Near East was suffering under the Mongol 

conquests (Baghdad fell in 1258), the Tunisian emir was by far the leading Muslim ruler in 

Western North Africa. The Marinids, and even the governor of Mecca, recognized him as 

Caliph. When al-Mustansir came to power, King James banned Catalonian corsairs from 

attacking Muslim ships in the Mediterranean. Tunis even possessed a Catalonian militia, for 

which the king of Aragon had the right to appoint the commander who remitted a fixed 

portion of the soldiers’ salary to the treasury of Aragon. Chaplains, probably the majority 
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being Dominican and Franciscan friars, guided these merchants and soldiers. Under the aegis 

of Raymond of Peñafort there was a successful apostolate aiming to ransom Christian slaves. 

‘A reverse flow carried Muslim merchants, diplomats, ransomers, Berber troops on loan to the 

Christian king, and immigrant farmers and artisans invited by king, church, nobles, and 

townsmen.’
217

  

It was in this period that Peñafort ‘informed Rome that North Africans were inclining 

toward the faith, “especially the politically powerful and even the king of Tunis”.’
218

 In 1257 

King James persuaded Pope Innocent IV to intervene for Tunis against a crusading fleet of the 

Archbishop of Tarragona.
219

 For James it was of major concern to create and maintain 

peaceful and commercial relations with the Western shores of North Africa. But at the end of 

the 1260s he was not able to prevent his opponents Louis and his brother Charles, king of 

Sicily, from crusading against Tunis. Or perhaps, like others, he was completely surprised by 

this French-Sicilian move. Is it possible that Catalan Dominican friars, like Peñafort and 

Raymond Martin, both having good relations with James, betrayed his interests by advising or 

stimulating his main opponent to conquer Tunis?    

 

 

The French crusade against Tunis 

Louis IX’s crusade adventures are well known. He was the hero of the unsuccessful sixth 

crusade. After victories over Damiette and Mansourah in 1249, his armies were defeated and 

he and his brothers were captured. Though being ransomed, he stayed for four years in the 

East to negotiate the release of Christian soldiers. According to the chroniclers he gained 

much respect among the Saracens before he returned to France in 1254. Later, the sixth 

crusade narratives would do much to make him a saint.
220

  

The military successes of the Egyptian Mamelukes incited the motivation for a new 

crusade. After they had defeated the Mongols in modern-day Syria in 1260 and forced them to 

retreat to the area of modern-day Iraq, the Mamelukes eliminated the crusader states halfway 

through the 1260s (for example the conquest of the city of Antioch in 1268).
221

 The 

establishement of Louis’s brother Charles of Anjou in Sicily and Southern Italy gave him a 

base of operation much closer to Cyprus and the Holy Land.
222

 The death of Pope Clement IV 

in 1268 meant a setback at first, but nevertheless Louis started to assemble a fleet of crusaders 

at the anchorage of Cagliari.  

Why did Louis decide to crusade against Tunis instead of fighting the Mamelukes in the 

Holy Land? Did he change his plans after James of Aragon set off with a small fleet to the 

Holy Land in 1269, but soon returned after having been caught in heavy storms near Acre and 

then gave up further crusade plans?
223

 Probably not. Louis and James had a difficult 

relationship and Louis will not have been very impressed by James’s adventures. Robin Vose 

concludes that ‘the Tunis crusade was neither a whim nor a farcical miscalculation.’ Louis 

had planned the expedition to Tunis long before he informed his crusaders in Cagliari about 
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their true destination.
224

 Perhaps Louis calculated that without the support of his brother 

Charles there was little chance of conquering the Holy Land from the strong Mamelukes.
225

 

And Charles had set his eyes on Tunis. 

What made Tunis a good crusading alternative to the Holy Land? As we saw earlier, 

Geoffrey of Beaulieu, the French Dominican chronicler of Louis’s Vita, wants us to believe 

that according to the king’s information the Tunisian emir al-Mustansir was not unfavourably 

disposed towards becoming a Christian. Honour, and fear of his fellow Muslims withheld 

him. Louis aimed at aiding al-Mustansir by suddenly besieging Tunis and thus giving him the 

occasion to accept baptism. Then Tunis could become a North African stronghold on the 

alternative way to the Holy Land. Though it speaks to the advantage of Geoffrey that he was 

an eyewitness – he participated in the crusade and was one of the king’s confessors –  he 

wrote his report of the events in an explicitly polemical context.
226

  

Reasons other than pious will also have motivated Louis to wage a war against Tunis. First 

of all there were the troubles his brother Charles had with the Tunisian emir.
227

  After Charles 

became ruler of Sicily in 1266, al-Mustansir refused to pay him the regular tribute he 

previously paid to the Hohenstaufens, the former rulers of Sicily. Moreover, the emir gave 

asylum to some of Charles’s opponents, Conrad Capece and the infante Frederick of Castile. 

These men had used Tunis as their basis for an attack on Sicily in 1267. It is clear that Charles 

had much interest in gaining control of the southern shore of the Street of Sicily, the main 

passage between the eastern and western Mediterranean.
228

 In addition there was a specific 

French controversy with the emir. When the royal Tunisian tax-collector was put to death on a 

charge of corruption, French merchants claimed that he had borrowed large sums of money 

from them, running up to an enormous amount of three hundred thousand dinars. Al-

Mustansir refused to settle these debts, though he sent envoys to Paris to negotiate about the 

dispute. According to the Muslim scholar Ibn Khaldun, this conflict formed Louis’s main 

reason to attack Tunis.
229

 Finally, the treasures and infinite riches of Tunis may have tempted 

the mind of even a pious French king; certainly when he was told, as was apparently the case, 

that the city could be taken quite easily.
230

 

Notwithstanding the available profane reasons to wage war against Tunis, Michael Lower 

argues quite rather convincingly that true crusader motives were probably decisive for 

Louis.
231

 Lower decides to take Geoffrey’s after-the-fact justification seriously. He compares 

the motives submitted by Geoffrey with the available facts about Louis’s conversion policies 

over the course of his reign and concludes that there was a surprising similarity in strategy. 

Lower not only observes, together with William Chester Jordan, that the French king ‘was 
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driven by missionary aims to an extent untrue of any contemporary’,
232

 he also notes a similar 

‘two-pronged approach in the way Louis pressurized the Jews during his reign, and the emir 

of Tunis before attacking him: creating incentives to convert, and punishing in the event of 

refusal.
233

  
 

This approach [to place potential converts in environments that made conversion more likely] 

mirrors very closely that which Geoffrey of Beaulieu says the king took towards converting the 

emir of Tunis. The purpose of arriving before Tunis, according to Geoffrey, was not to attack the 

emir […] As Geoffrey presents it, Louis believed that the emir was on the verge of conversion and 

wanted to give him the security he needed to accept Christianity voluntarily. The plan mirrors the 

one put into effect in 1269 against French Jews in creating a coercive environment to encourage 

conversion without compelling it at the point of the sword […] A second parallel between the two 

strategies is apparent in the consequences that would follow if the hoped-for conversion did not take 

place. According to Geoffrey, if al-Mustansir did not convert his city would be conquered.
234

 

 

Louis IX left Paris in March 1270 to join his fleet at Cagliari. On July 18
th

 an army of French, 

Sicilian, and Navarro troupes disembarked at Carthage and marched quickly to Tunis. When 

al-Mustansir was already preparing to leave the city, pestilence hit the Christian armies, 

including their king. Louis died on August 25
th

. In his dying hour he still believed that the 

Catholic faith could be planted in Tunis. Geoffrey of Beaulieu wrote down his last whisper:  

 
“O may he who is best suited be sent there to preach!” And he named a certain friar of the Order of 

Preachers, who had been there before, and who was known to the king of Tunis.
235

  

 

Soon after Louis’s death, Charles came to terms with the emir and forced him to pay an 

annual tribute which was double the amount he had paid to the Hohenstaufens before. The 

treaty re-established the commercial interests of France, Sicily and Navarre. How delicate the 

position of al-Mustansir was, appears clearly from the subservience he immediately showed 

towards Aragon, which had not taken part in the attack. On 14 February 1271, a new treaty of 

peace and commerce between Tunis and Aragon affirmed all previous agreements, but, what 

is more significant, as a counterpart to the tribute he paid to Sicily, al-Mustansir started to 

make regular payments to Aragon, officially described as ‘gifts’.
236

 

 

 

Raymond Martin, a French envoy to Tunis?  

If it is true that the crusade against Tunis was not a whim or a miscalculation, as Robin Vose 

maintains,
237

 than Louis must have prepared it carefully and made use of informants, indeed, 

‘trustworthy sources’.
238

 He ‘kept his decision a close secret until after his fleets had already 
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set sail.’
239

 He did not only surprise Tunis and many of his own crusaders, but apparently 

most Christian leaders as well, including James of Aragon. Like many other Christian 

Mediterranean powers in this period (e.g. Pisa, Genua, Venice), Aragon was against attacking 

Tunis. The profits gained from a peaceful relationship with Tunis were too large to risk. 

According to Lower, the same conclusion could be drawn for Sicily:
240

 It was non-

Mediterranean states that directed their warriors to Tunis; France and Navarre. Charles of 

Anjou followed only hesitantly and, as we saw, forced al-Mustansir into what was for Sicily a 

very profitable truce. The crusader’s ambitions of James of Aragon seem to have lain only in 

the East. Whereas it was said of Louis that he wanted to win back the Holy Sepulchre via 

Tunis, James wants us to believe that the Tartars and the Byzantines had promised him 

military support in a war against the Mamelukes, who occupied Jerusalem and the main part 

of the former crusader states.
241

 In the Autumn of 1269, when Louis studied strategies to 

attack Tunis, James set out for the Holy Land. But he turned back soon, pleading that God 

sent him contrary winds and storms, fogs at Acre, and other misfortunes.
242

  

Now, precisely during the days when James returned to Aigues-Mortes (September 14, 

1269), the port near Montpellier, Raymond Martin showed up there, together with the prior of 

St. Catherine’s, his fellow friar Francis Cendra. They returned from a journey to Tunis. 

Strangely enough, also to James’s surprise, there was no meeting between the king and the 

friars, since Raymond and Cendra left immediately for Montpellier. The fact is mentioned by 

James in his autobiography as well as by Peter Marsilius in his Latin biography on James’s 

life. First James’s remark, then Peter’s:243  

 
And while we were at that port [Aigues-Mortes, south-west of Montpellier], our head cook said to 

us that outside in a boat were Fra Pere Cenra and Fra Ramon Martí, who had arrived from Tunis. 

And they asked what ship it was and they said to them that it was the ship of the king, who had 

returned because of the bad weather. And we thought that they would wait there for us, but they 

went from there to Montpellier.
244

    

 

The next morning a south wind blew and they were taken to Aigues Mortes. The man who was in 

charge of the horses, went ashore and there he met two Dominican friars who had just come from 

Tunis, Friar Francis Cineris and Friar Raymond Martini. And they asked him about the ship that had 

entered the port. He answered them that it was the ship that carried the king, who was forced to go 

back because of contrary winds. And as they were important persons and acquaintances of the king, 

who were very worthy of respect in the eyes of the king and of many Christian and non-Christian 

kings, the king wished that they would wait there for him to disembark, but they went from there to 

Montpellier.
245 
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Why did the friars avoid a meeting with King James, who must have been curious about their 

stay in Tunis and eager to explain to them the reasons for his return? Was it because the friars, 

as Raymond Lull tells us, had been banished from Tunis after their failing attempt to convert 

the emir to Christianity?
246

 Or was it, as Robin Vose argues, because James was not informed 

about the true purpose of their travel to Tunis: not a routine, pastoral visit to their fellow friars 

and the Christian community in Tunis, but a secret, diplomatic mission by order of King 

Louis, James’s opposite and opponent?
247

 According to Vose, that would explain ‘why the 

friars landed in a French port and immediately set off “in the direction of Montpellier” (i.e. 

north-east, on the road to the French court) rather than heading south-west towards their home 

convent in Barcelona.’
248

 Vose thinks that when Raymond Martin and his prior Francis 

Cendra travelled to Tunis in 1269, ‘they were likely on an exceptional and secretive political 

mission, preparing the way diplomatically and strategically for a French intervention the 

following year.’
249

 He puts forward that Louis, unlike James, lacked regular treaty relations 

with Tunis and that if he wanted to negotiate with the emir, or trace his intentions and 

position, Aragonese mendicants would be better candidate-envoys than French. Dominican 

friars were regular visitors to Tunis and, moreover, Raymond spoke Arabic.
250

 If we decide to 

believe Peter Marsilius’s statement that Raymond was highly esteemed by Louis IX, James of 

Aragon, ánd al-Mustansir, he even was the best envoy Louis could choose.
251

 All this sounds 

convincing, but at least a few impediments should be noted.  

First, as was mentioned above, it would imply that the friars betrayed the interests of their 

own king. This is certainly not impossible. In the previous section we saw that in the years 

after the Disputation of Barcelona the relation between the friars of St. Catherine’s and James 

became problematic and stressed. Could the disappointment of the friars about James’s 

lenience towards non-Christians and his ambiguity regarding preaching to Jews and 

pressuring Judaism have driven them to Paris, hoping that increasing French influence in the 

Western Mediterranean would support their case? Barcelonese friars being envoys or 

diplomats of Louis IX brings us to the more encompassing but highly interesting historical 

question to what extent the religious interests of the Catalan Dominicans differed from the 

worldly interests of the Crown of Aragon, a question which cannot be solved here.
252

 Second, 

there is at least one historical source which excludes the possibility that Raymond was in Paris 

during the French preparations for the crusade against Tunis. Francisco Diago, the sixteenth-

century Dominican chronicler, states that Raymond and Francis returned straightaway to 

Barcelona after their disembarking in Aigues-Mortes and that Raymond stayed there until his 

death.
253

 A strange statement, for we know that Raymond accompanied King James to the 
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Council of Lyon in 1274.
254

 Diago, thus, appears not to be a very reliable source here. The 

Dominican chronicler may have hinted here at a rather permanent withdrawal of Raymond in 

St. Catherine’s. Raymond was still to undertake the immense task of writing the Pugio in the 

course of the 1270s. Given the fact that he probably was in his fifties by that time, the work 

on his magnum opus may have bound him entirely to Barcelona.  

To conclude, it is very plausible that Louis called in Dominicans friars who were 

acquainted with the situation in Tunis. He needed reliable information collected by 

inconspicuous and Arabic speaking envoys. Francis and Raymond were suitable candidates to 

fulfill this job. Louis had consulted Francis once before on the situation in Tunis, in 1262.
255

 

Both Francis and Raymond may have known al-Mustansir personally. If Louis took the 

rumours about the emir willing to become a Christian seriously, these two friars were the right 

persons to settle the question. It seems, however, rather unlikely that the two Catalan friars 

would have reported to Louis that the rumour was true and al-Mustansir would welcome 

Louis if he decided to crusade against Tunis. Fantasies about Muslim leaders at the edge of 

conversion to Christianity ‘became something of a trope in medieval literature’.
256

 And 

although ‘there were some grounds for this sort of speculation, as elite conversions did occur 

from time to time – especially in border zones such as the Iberian peninsula’, historians 

generally doubt the possibility that the Tunisean emir ever considered to become a Christian, 

or that friars acquainted with the life in Tunis would take the rumour seriously.
257

  

 

 

Raymond Martin, preacher to the emir? 

Robin Vose even goes so far to question the idea that Dominican friars ‘actively engaged in 

attempts to enter into religious dialogue with, preach to and ultimately convert Muslim elites 

in the course of their diplomatic missions’.
258

 He rejects the ‘maximalist’ position that 

external missionary proselytism was one of the main goals of these early Dominican friars. 

This brings us to a well-known testimony from Raymond Lull. At several places in his work, 

Lull advances the anecdote of a Dominican friar discussing matters of faith with the Emir of 

Tunis. It is possible, but not certain, that Lull hints here at Raymond Martin.
259

 In Lull’s view, 

the friar uses the wrong arguments as a result of which he fails to convert the emir. The latter, 

not amused by the way the friar refuted Muslim law, expels the friar and his companions from 

his country. In one of the variants of his story, Lull notes that the failure of the friar stood in 

relation to the crusade against Tunis: if the friar had succeeded, and he could have, Lull 

maintains, Tunis would have been converted and the Holy Land retrieved.     

Berthier’s scenario, that is, the Spanish Dominicans (Peñafort and Raymond Martin) 

persuading Louis to wage a war against Tunis, fits in with Lull’s tesimony. According to 

Berthier, the Dominicans, after having discovered that preaching to Muslim Tunis was 

without success, came to the conclusion that a crusade remained the only way to restore 

Christianity in North Africa. Berthier’s assumption was extended by Peter Marc, who 

attempted to make a reconstruction of the events between November 1269 and March 1270.
260

 

Marc’s findings are part of his thesis that Thomas Aquinas did not write the Summa contra 

gentiles until his second Parisian period (1269-1272). According to Marc, Peñafort sent 
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Raymond Martin to Paris in order to ask Thomas to write a summa against the infidels.
261

 

During his stay, Marc maintains, Raymond not only conferred with Thomas, but was also 

consulted by Louis on the situation in Tunis.
262

   

Several historians take it for granted that Raymond travelled immediately to Paris after he 

returned from Tunis.
263

 Some of them consider it likely that Raymond played a decisive role 

in persuading Louis IX to wage a crusade against Tunis.
264

 But, as Shatzmiller puts it nicely, 

‘on aimerait pourtant avoir des preuves plus solides d’une telle éventualité.’
265

  

 

 

 

6. Barcelona and the Pugio Fidei 

 

The relationship between James of Aragon and the papacy improved during the pontificate of 

Gregory X (1271-1276), even to the extent that James thought he was in the running to 

become the Holy Roman Emperor. According to Peter Marsilius, he travelled to the Council 

of Lyon in 1274 and chose the friars Raymond Martin and Bernard of Constantio to 

accompany him.
266

 James’s ambitions to gain the throne were prospectless, however, as were 

those of Alfonse of Castile. That Raymond was one of the royal escorts shows again that he 

was an authoritative figure and that his relationship with the king was normalized, if it was 

ever disturbed. The Council of Lyon, however impressive it may have been with the presence 

of five hundred bishops and prelates, envoys of the Emperor of Constantinople, European 

kings, and religious orders, among whom authoritative Dominican and Franciscan friars like 

Peter of Tarantaise and Bonaventure, must have been eclipsed for Raymond and his fellow 

Dominicans by the message that Thomas Aquinas had died on his way to the council. It is 

very well possible that Raymond started to compose the Pugio after his return from the 

council and decided to do homage to his friend and fellow friar by building part of the work 

on arguments from the Summa contra gentiles and the Summa theologiae.
267

     

If we were in possession of the Acts of the Spanish Provincial Chapter of these years, we 

would probably know a lot more about Raymond’s activities and the locations in which he 

exerted his talents. We might have found traces of his Tunisian activities in the 1250s, his 

return to Barcelona at the beginning of the 1260s, and if he was a royal envoy to Tunis in 

1268/1269. We would have known then if he was connected to the first Arabic school in 

Murcia, the time when this school was closed, and to the erection of the second Arabic-

Hebrew school there in 1266. What we only know is that he had progressed to halfway 
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through the second part of the Pugio in 1278,
268

 and that the Acts of the Estella Provincial 

Chapter of 1281 mention him as lecturer in Hebrew in Barcelona. The text makes mention of 

four friars assigned to him. It also reveals that five friars were assigned to John of Puigventós, 

lecturer at the studium arabicum in Valencia.
269

 The bilingual Arabic-Hebrew school of 

Murcia was probably closed around 1275.
270

 Raymond may have been responsible for the 

transportation of the Hebrew part of the school to Barcelona.
271

 Perhaps he started the Pugio 

in Murcia and finished it in Barcelona. In Chapter Two I will argue that his appointment as 

lecturer in Hebrew in Barcelona changed the composition of the Pugio and prompted him to 

write Part Three of the Pugio, which is a more systematically crafted Contra Iudeaos than 

Part Two is.
272

 It was during the Barcelonese period that Arnold of Villanova visited 

Raymond’s lectures, which inspired him much, as he notes at the beginning of his Allocutio 

super significatione nominis Tetragrammaton (1292): ‘I have realized how adequately this is 

taught and explained in this glorious work [the Pugio], which I firmly believe to have been 

written by divine inspiration and through the ministry and the effort of the aforementioned 

man [Raymond Martin]. Indeed, it contains numerous clear testimonies in favor of the articles 

of our faith, which have until now been hidden in the Hebrew truth.’
273

 

 

 

 

7. Closing Remarks and Questions 

 

If the facts are no more than the misleading shadows of our stories, as a successful novelist 

noted, this first chapter is above all a large shadow of Raymond Martin’s life.
274

 Since the 

facts are scarce, historical reconstruction gets bogged down in a matrix of possibilities. It is 

possible that Raymond studied in Paris in the 1240s, that it was Tunis he was sent to in 1250, 

that he advised King Louis IX on the situation in Tunis, that on behalf of Peñafort he 

requested Thomas Aquinas to write a Summa contra gentiles, that Thomas was a friend of his, 

that the first part of the Pugio fidei is a homage to Thomas, and even that his fanatical 

occupation with Judaism, of which we will meet several examples in the following chapters, 

was because he had Jewish roots. My biography cannot alter the fact that Raymond Martin is 

a shadowy figure in medieval European history.  

But the first intention of this dissertation is not to release Raymond from a world of 

shadows. The broader aim of it is to acquire insight into thirteenth-century Dominican 
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apologetics, the theological imagery of Jews and Muslims, and the possible reasons for the 

increasing anti-Judaism in those days. All this will be achieved in an exemplary way, that is, 

through Raymond’s case. In order to accomplish this, biographical facts can be helpful. Did 

this chapter yield facts that contribute to the broader aim? Let me recapitulate some 

interesting points and connect them with facts that will become important in the next chapters, 

when we start to read Raymond’s writings.  

First of all, the previous pages show that there was a strong connection between Dominican 

apostolate among Christians and Dominican missionary work among Muslims and Jews. 

Raymond’s Explanatio simboli Apostolorum, for instance, shows an apologetic approach 

against Islam in order to protect and reinforce the faith of common Christians. Dominican 

language schools were not only, perhaps not even primarily, erected for conversionary 

reasons, but also to understand the objections of non-Christians against the Christian faith in 

order to develop contra-argumentations and use these in preaching and education among 

Christians. We have seen Dominican concern for Christians living under Muslims rule, for 

Christian soldiers and prisoners. Convents were established in Christian quarters of Muslim 

cities. Pastoral care and missionary ambitions were part of one ideal. In the following chapters 

we will see that both are united in Raymond’s writings. Reinforcement of Christianity, 

defence against Islam and Judaism, and persuasion of Muslims and Jews were inseparable. 

Second, for the Dominicans, the key to success was preparation. A friar only became a 

preacher after an intense program of study and training. He could only be a missionary after 

having immersed himself in the language and beliefs of his adversaries. Raymond’s life 

proves to be a vivid example of this. I argued that he was already a preacher and probably also 

a theologian when he was sent to the Arabic school; and, further, that at least some of his 

seven fellow friars were neither youngsters, nor novices, but experienced preachers. In the 

following chapters it will be shown that the Capistrum Iudaeorum and the Pugio fidei were 

written precisely in such a context: These were first of all books of preparation, containing 

study material created for fellow preachers, who were specializing themselves to be 

missionaries who were able to dispute with and preach to the Jews.   

Third, Raymond’s many activities can be brought back to three pillars of Dominican life: 

legere, predicare, disputare; study, preaching, disputation. One of the things I want to show 

in my dissertation is that the reading of Scripture (legere) constitutes the basis of Raymond’s 

preaching and writing, even when he discusses his faith with Muslims. Ongoing reading, in 

the sense of perpetual study, dominated his life. After having studied Arabic and Islam, he 

started to examine Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature. Language, Holy Scriptures, and 

doctrine – Christian as well as non-Christian – supplied the indispensable foundation of 

thirteenth-century Dominican missionary work. Of course, it requires talent to become an 

excellent preacher and debater, but the Dominican motto was that real progress is always the 

result of ongoing study and practice. Only then could a friar become ‘an athlete of faith’.
275

  

Fourth, disputation, or debate, was considered to be an essential tool for Dominican 

missionary work. It formed a critical part of Dominican education within the convent walls. 

Outside, it took place in organized, prestigious form (like the disputation of Barcelona) and in 

small, local forms (like the examples of debates with Jews described by Raymond in the 

Capistrum and the Pugio).
276

 At the same time there was the increasing ecclesiastical demand 

to control and censor Judaism. Raymond’s career stood in the midst of these developments, as 

his activities after the Disputation of Barcelona show. In the final three chapters, I will 

elaborate on the precarious balance between Christian toleration and restriction of Judaism in 

thirteenth-century Latin Europe.  
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Fifth, however silent history may be about Raymond Martin, the few available sources 

concur on his intimacy with the Kings of Aragon, France, and Tunis. In his own writings, 

however, we find no reference at all to personal relationships with royal courts. On the 

contrary, in one instance Raymond shows himself a strong criticizer of royal and baronial 

ignorance of what he perceives as the real danger and evil of Judaism.
277

 On this point he 

seems to have been more a supporter of the French policies towards Jews than those of the 

Aragonese Crown. In relation to this, Raymond’s predilection of the popular in the Capistrum 

and the Pugio is striking: the use of phrases and expressions in the vernacular, the occasional 

descriptions of debates with common Jews, the sense that he launches forms of ‘street 

polemic’. The difference between the ‘royal’ way chroniclers present him and his own 

presentation is interesting. It may say something about his personality; it certainly reveals 

something about the Dominican occupation with common Christians: the choice to be a 

popular religious movement. It is here, I believe, that we have an important clue to 

Raymond’s anti-Judaism.  

Apart from several questions about detail that are left unanswered, two broader questions, 

both exceeding Raymond’s personal history, emerge from this chapter. The first regards the 

connections and the loyalty of the Dominicans to the Crown of Aragon. This is not only an 

important question for developing a thesis on the possible role of the Catalonian Dominicans 

in the crusade against Tunis, but it is also crucial for a genuine understanding of the shifting 

views on Judaism in thirteenth-century Aragon. The second is how we should explain the turn 

in Raymond’s focus from Islam to Judaism. Was he responding to a request by his order? Did 

he have personal reasons, such as his possible Jewish roots, or an old fascination with Judaism 

that became nascent during his studies in the 1240s in Paris? To put it more broadly, why did 

the Catalonian Dominicans around Peñafort become more intensely occupied with Judaism? 

Since my study focuses on Raymond’s anti-Jewish writings, I will return abundantly to this 

question. Further research into the involvement of the Catalan Dominicans with the crusade 

against Tunis, and of Raymond Martin in particular, I will leave aside.    
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

 

RAYMOND MARTIN’S WRITINGS: 

JEWS, MUSLIMS, AND PHILOSOPHERS 

 

 

 
Raymond Martin wrote two books against the Jews and various works against the Saracens. 

At least, that is what Peter Marsilius tells us.
278

 There is no doubt about the identity of his 

‘Jewish’ works. These are the Pugio fidei and the Capistrum Iudaeorum. We can also be 

certain about one of Raymond’s ‘Islamic’ works. The Explanatio simboli Apostolorum is 

indubitably from his hand. His authorship of a few other writings has also been proposed. 

There are, for example, reasons to assume that he is the author of the anonymous De seta 

Machometi, although the arguments are not decisive, as I will discuss below. The same holds 

for the Vocabulista in Arabico, a thirteenth century Arabic-Latin/Latin-Arabic dictionary. 

Tradition holds that Raymond composed a summa against the Qur’an. If this is true, it is yet to 

be traced. His authorship of the De erroribus philosophorum, a work against some new 

philosophical teachings in the West, which, for a period, was accepted, is now denied, and 

with good reason. 

The writings mentioned above will be treated in this chapter, starting with the Pugio and 

the Capistrum, and then on to the other writings. Manuscripts, editions, and the most 

important secondary literature will be listed and sometimes discussed. Aims, addressees, and 

general contents will be summarized. With regard to the Pugio and the Capistrum, I will give 

a brief account of the problems related to extant manuscripts and editions. I will also discuss 

their interdependence. The question of the authorship of the De seta will be treated in relation 

to the content and method of the Explanatio. The description of the two remaining works, the 

Vocabulista in Arabico and the De erroribus philosophorum, will be short. As to the first, the 

focus will be primarily on a dialogue between a Muslim and a Christian friar called Raymond 

Martin, which is included in it. As to the second, I will submit reasons why Raymond cannot 

possibly be the author. 

 

 

 

1. Pugio Fidei (ca. 1278) 

 

Introduction 

In many respects the Pugio fidei is Raymond’s magnum opus. It includes ‘the broadest 

possible range of theological issues.’
279

 He brings earlier lines of thinking together in this 

work. It expounds Christian doctrine in discussion with Arabic and Aristotelian philosophy 

(Part I), and with rabbinic tradition (Parts II and III). He recaptures arguments already present 

in the Explanatio and the Capistrum, and doctrinal points not yet or briefly discussed in these 

works find their first or more mature expression. His collection of Jewish sources has 

expanded significantly since the Capistrum and his knowledge of Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic sources is more extensive than in that first anti-Jewish polemic. The Pugio looks 

much more like a study manual for friars preaching or being trained to preach against the 
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Jews than does the Capistrum. It has a clear method, which is put forward explicitly.
280

 Its 

structure is plain, especially on the level of the overall plan of the book and its parts.
281

  

Halfway through the second part of the Pugio Raymond reveals that he is writing in the 

year 1278.
282

 This means that he may have started with the Pugio after the death of Thomas 

Aquinas in 1274, which would be an explanation of the disproportionate amount of quotations 

from the Summa contra gentiles in the first part of the Pugio. It may have been a homage to 

Thomas, of whom, as we saw in Chapter One, Pinsart said that he was Raymond’s comrade. 

An additional explanation lies in the character of Part One. This is mainly a discussion with 

contemporary philosophy. Thomas made quite a stance against the Latin followers of 

Averroes, but not all the ideas he developed in debate with the Averroists were undisputed 

among Churchmen. Criticism of aspects of his thinking, flaring up after his death, may have 

motivated Raymond to reproduce some of his ideas. In order to examine to what extent Part 

One was dictated by the struggle against Averroism and, in addition, the criticism on Thomas, 

a detailed comparison between Raymond’s many quotations from Thomas and the 

propositions made against Thomas’s thinking is necessary. This obviously falls beyond the 

scope of my study, which focuses on the Jewish parts Two and Three of the Pugio. It is 

important to note, however, that two main themes in Part One of the Pugio were central to the 

discussions with Averroistic philosophy and to the opposition to Thomas. They are the 

questions of the eternity of the world (whether it can be refuted at the level of philosophy; 

Thomas and Raymond thought not) and the identity of the human soul (whether the human 

soul has not only a passive but also an active power of thought; and whether the soul is the 

only substantial form of the human body). The subsequent Correctoria-struggle around 

Thomas started too late (1279) to have left traces in the first part of the Pugio. 

In 1278 the largest part of the book still had to be written. Considering the enormous size of 

Part Three this may have lasted into the 1280s, perhaps even until Raymond’s death halfway 

through the 1280s. The latter suggestion arises from the possibility that the Pugio was not 

finished by Raymond himself, as we shall see below in the discussion on the manuscript 

tradition.  

 

 

Change of plan? 

The Pugio is organized into a prologue and three main parts, of which the third part is divided 

into three subparts. A fundamental division is made between the first part, and the second and 

third parts. Part One addresses the errors of three groups: ‘temporals’, ‘naturals’ and 

‘philosophers’; Parts Two and Three address the errors of (rabbinic) Judaism. At the outset of 

Part One, Raymond makes a distinction between two categories of errors: those of people 

following a (religious) law and those of people following natural law. Jews, Christians, and 

Muslims are classified under the first group; the ‘temporals’, ‘naturals’, and ‘philosophers’ 

under the second.
283
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One would expect that after the refutation of the errors of ‘temporals’, ‘naturals’, and 

‘philosophers’ in Part One, Part Two and Three would not be restricted to the errors of 

Judaism, but include an attack on Islam and erring Christian groups as well. This is not the 

case. The errors of Islam get hardly any attention, even less than in the Capistrum. Christian 

heresies are only rarely addressed, with the exception of judaizing Christians, whose errors 

are mentioned a few times and obviously belong to the context of Raymond’s attack on 

Judaism.
284

 Is it not strange that the first part of the Pugio is faithful to the initial 

categorization and the second and third are not?
285

 Was the original plan behind the Pugio 

perhaps broader than its final realization? Did Raymond start the Pugio with the intention of 

writing a manual and sourcebook for preachers against many different erring groups? The first 

words of the second part seem to indicate it:  
 

Now then, as the main errors of those having no law have been refuted evidently enough in the 

preceding first part of this work, we must proceed next (ulterius) to destroy the errors of those 

having a law. And because the Jews arrogate to themselves the first place among those having a 

law, they will be attacked first in this second part.
286

  

 

It is very well possible that historical developments impelled Raymond to stay with Judaism 

after he had finished Part Two. Somewhere in the second half of the 1270s the Spanish 

Provincial Chapter of the Dominicans decided to establish a studium hebraicum in Barcelona. 

Raymond was assigned as the lector of this school.
287

 In 1278 he was halfway through Part 

Two of the Pugio. In Part Three, he nowhere returns to the previous classification. Instead he 

renews his attack on Judaism. Whereas Part Two is a recapitulation of the Capistrum and 

largely maintains the structure of this work,
288

 Part Three is almost a manual in itself.
289

 It 

treats the tenets of the Christian faith in a systematic order, starting with the Trinity (Part III-I) 

and ending with the rejection of the Jews (the last chapters of Part III-III). It reads as an 
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extended explanation of the Creed and it incorporates topics, arguments and much material 

from Part Two. Because it covers the whole range of Christian doctrine, it is much more 

suitable for a school setting than Part Two. I believe Part Three was a response to the 

institution of the studium hebraicum in Barcelona. Raymond dropped his planned refutations 

of Islam and erroneous Christian beliefs, and, being in need of suitable study material, 

decided to continue the Pugio by bringing together all his collected Hebrew and rabbinic 

material in a third part, covering the whole range of the Christian articles of faith in a more 

systematic way than in Part Two. The possibility that Part Three was a later extension of the 

Pugio and not part of the original plan of the work may be reflected in the manuscript-

tradition, which has a serious branch of the Pugio parvus, the ‘small Pugio’, consisting only 

of the Parts One and Two. Thus perhaps the Pugio became a summa against the Jews instead 

of a summa against different non-Christian and erring Christian groups. Given the fact that 

Thomas Aquinas’s Summa contra gentiles dominates the first part of the Pugio, Raymond 

may initially have intended to apply the work of Thomas to the living debate with 

philosophers, Jews, Muslims, and Christian heretics.
290

 

 

 

Part One: against philosophy  

Part One of the Pugio intends to counter the arguments of the ‘temporals’ (or epicurei, or 

carnales), ‘naturals’, and ‘philosophers’.
291

 Raymond draws the classification of these three 

groups from al-Ghazali’s al-Munqidh min al-Dalal (‘Deliverance from Error’), which he 

translates as Liber qui eripit ab Errore.
292

 For Raymond, ‘temporals’ are deniers of God’s 

existence; they consider the pleasures of the world as the supreme good. Their errors are 

refuted in Chapters Two and Three.
293

 ‘Naturals’ admit God’s existence but deny the 

immortality of the human soul. This error is the subject of Chapter Four.
294

 Chapter Five 

presents the different fields of philosophy, the truths and errors connected to them, and the 

relationship between philosophy/reason and faith/prophecy.
295

 In fact, the chapter is largely a 

long quotation from the Munqidh, after which Raymond gives the reason why he adduces al-

Ghazali before Christian religious authorities: ‘In my opinion it will have more effect on 

many of them if the philosophers are struck back by the philosophers than by the saints.’
296

  

This maxim was shared by Raymond’s former master-general Humbert of Romans, who 

stated that philosophy should be studied because the Christian faith was attacked through 

philosophical arguments and thus knowledge of philosophy would facilitate the defence of 
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faith.
297

 The insight was also prevalent in the Explanatio simboli Apostolorum, composed by 

Raymond in the 1250s, and it was central to his argumentation against the Jews in the 

Capistrum and Pugio: one should attack an adversary with his own weapons. In the 

Explanatio these are called argumenta ab hoste, ‘arguments taken from the enemy’. In the 

case of a discussion with philosophers it means that the errors of philosophy should be refuted 

first of all by means of philosophical and not theological or scriptural arguments, since these 

have no authority within the realm of philosophy.
298

  

From Chapter Six onwards, the three main philosophical errors distinguished by al-Ghazali 

are attacked: that the world is eternal (Chs. 6-14), that God has no knowledge of ‘singulars’ or 

‘particulars’ but only of ‘universals’ (Chs.14-25), and that the resurrection of the body is 

impossible (Ch. 26).
299

 Apart from the many quotations from the Summa contra gentiles and 

the fact that al-Ghazali dictates the order, another striking element of these chapters is 

Raymond’s extensive use of Muslim philosophers, al-Ghazali in particular.
300

 The regular 

quotation of Muslim philosophy reveals Raymond’s earlier preoccupation with Islam. It 

shows again that the contemporary discussion between theology and philosophy was deeply 

influenced by the reception of Muslim philosophy. Latin followers of Averroes’s teachings 

(or better, the Latin reception of his teachings) at European Arts faculties, in particular in 

Paris, were challenging orthodox Christian doctrine on several points. Their so-called ‘Latin 

Averroism’ postulated a number of propositions which came in conflict with theologians like 

Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, and powerful ecclesiastical circles.
301

 The most 

important of these propositions were: first, the eternity of the world; second, the existence of a 

one active, eternal Intellect, in which the individual human intellect could only participate, 

lacked independent power, and was reduced to a rational passivity as mortal as the human 

body; third, God has only knowledge of the ‘universals’, not of the ‘particulars’; fourth, 

divine providence does not exist.
302

 Raymond’s first-hand knowledge of Arabic enabled him 

to criticize these Latin philosophers’ reception of Averroes.
303

 He pitched philosophers 

against philosophers; where possible he used Averroes against the Averroists, where 

necessary he refuted the position of Averroes, using other Muslim philosophers against 

him.
304
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 PF I, cs. 6-26 (213-234; 234-252; 253-258).  
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Three, Section Three.  
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 The suggestion that, from Chapter Six onwards, the first part of the Pugio reflects contemporary discussions 
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The question might be posed of whether Raymond’s attack on the errors of philosophy had 

any relationship with the Jewish philosophy of his days. After all, the struggle between 

theology and philosophy was not restricted to Christianity but pervaded Judaism and Islam as 

well. Is it imaginable that the first part of the Pugio was not only a refutation of certain Latin 

philosophical positions but also addressed another side of Judaism: not the rabbinical but the 

philosophical positions? I do not think so. A few remarks are in order here. First of all, in Part 

One of the Pugio there is, with one exception, no mention of Jewish philosophers. Only from 

Part Two onwards does Judaism come to the fore, and it is restricted to rabbinic Judaism. 

Second, there are two references in Chapter Fourteen made to Maimonides (his proof against 

the eternity of the world). These could easily have provided an occasion for referring to 

contemporary trends in Jewish philosophy, but Raymond does not give a single trace of being 

aware of them, not even in the last chapter on the resurrection of the body, a theme central to 

the Maimonidean controversies at the beginning of the thirteenth century.
305

 The only 

interesting remark on Jewish philosophy appears in the Capistrum. When it comes to the 

question of whether the miracles of Jesus could be proved through Scripture, Raymond states 

that many Jews even deny the miracles of Moses, ‘since they have tasted, even though only a 

little, of Arabic philosophy, in particular the Toledans.’
306

  

To conclude, Part One stands apart from Raymond’s attack on Judaism in the remainder of 

the Pugio. It is largely directed towards new ‘Averroistic’ trends in Christian philosophy, 

though it is presented within the scheme of the eleventh-century Arabic philosopher al-

Ghazali (1058-1111). It should be read within the context of Thomas’s attack on the 

Averroists, and is perhaps a hidden response to the objections launched against Thomas after 

his death in 1274. It certainly looks like a homage to Thomas, and it adds to the presumption 

that Raymond and Thomas were more than simply fellow friars and scholars. 

 

 

Part Two and Three: against Judaism 

In the second and third parts we come to the aim formulated by Raymond in the preface to the 

Pugio, namely that it is a manual for Christian preaching to the Jews and a refutation of 

Jewish errors.
307

 Raymond intended to create a full refutation of the Jewish position and 

explain the tenets of the Christian faith over against the Jewish arguments to reject them. As 

noted before, part Two and Three are very different in structure and character, indicating 

perhaps that the Pugio had two redactions: a Pugio parvus (‘short Pugio’) consisting of Part 

One and Two, and a later extension with Part Three. Part Two is a revision and further 
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evolution of the Capistrum. It concentrates above all on furnishing proof that the Messiah has 

already come, which is ‘the linchpin of the new Christian missionizing’[..]: ‘Were the Jews to 

be convinced that the Messiah had already come, they would in fact be recognizing Jesus as 

that Messiah and abandoning the Jewish faith.’
308

 Between the lines of this principal argument 

other tenets of Christian doctrine appear fragmentary. In Part Three, these doctrinal points are 

singled out and put in a theological order. It has three subdivisions, of which Ina Willi-Plein 

said that they concur with the three pillars of Christian doctrine: God (III-I), Anthropology 

(III-II), and Salvation (III-III).
309

  

I do not entirely agree with Willi-Plein’s choice of these titles. There are at least a few 

important additional notes to make. First, Part III-I certainly is about God, but is more 

specifically about the Trinity, and about the Son of God and his divine generation. Thus, it is 

particularly concerned with what, nowadays, is called the ‘immanent Trinity’. Second, Part 

III-II has indeed an anthropological interest, but it should be noted that the history of man’s 

creation and fall, which Raymond describes here, is framed within a motivum incarnationis, 

an argument about the issue why it was fitting (conveniens) that God became man. It is 

therefore as much about christology as about anthropology. My proposal is to read the 

structure of Part Three as: God: Trinity/Messianic Divinity (III-I), Man: Creation, Fall and 

Motivum Incarnationis (III-II), Salvation: Messianic Salvation (III-III). By perceiving the 

structure in this way, it is immediately clear that the character of Part Three is essentially 

christological.
310

 Part III-I (certainly the second half of it) intends to prove that Christ, the Son 

of God is divine and lives from eternity. Part III-II wants to show that in order to save 

mankind God needed to become the God-man Christ. And Part III-III focuses first on the 

person of Christ (his divine and human nature), then on his history and means of salvation, 

and finally on the problem of a Jewish people living within Messianic times and not 

acknowledging it. 

The issues of Part Three of the Pugio can be listed as follows.
311

 A similar plan of the 

second part will be presented in Section Two, where I discuss the exact relationship between 

the content of the Capistrum and that of Part Two of the Pugio.  
 

III-I  Unity (1-2), Trinity (3-5), Son of God (6-10), Holy Spirit (11) 

III-II  Man made in the image of God (1-3) 

  Fall of man (4-6) 

  Man’s redemption by the Messiah (7-9) 

III-III Messiah is God-man (1-6) 

  Virgin birth (7-8) 

  Genealogy of the Messiah (9) 

  Messiah to be worshipped by the Gentiles (10) 

  Temporality of the Old Law, fulfilment by the New Law (11-12) 

  Sacraments: Baptism (13), Penance (14), Eucharist (15) 

  Passion (16), Descent (17), Resurrection (18), Ascension of the Messiah (19) 

  Sending of the Spirit and the Messiah’s New Law (20) 
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 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 117-118.   
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 The titles are drawn from Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 36. For a rather extensive survey 

of the content of the ‘Jewish’ parts of the Pugio (II and III), see Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-
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Sentences’; Hasselhoff, ‘Towards an Edition’, 45.      
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 With a few adaptations the scheme is drawn from Harvey, Raymundus Martini, 38. For a detailed 

list of the contents of all three parts of the Pugio, see Carpzov, ‘Introductio’, in his edition of the Pugio fidei 

(Leipzig 1687),124-126.   
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  Rejection of the Jews, conversion of the remnant (21-23).  
 

According to Robert Chazan, Part III-III, ´in a sense, moves chronologically through the life 

span of Jesus´. I agree with him, though it should be noted that each topic listed represents a 

specific point of discussion with Judaism. According to Willi-Plein, there is not much 

attention paid to the Holy Spirit in the Trinitarian treatise (III-I). ‘Bei der ganzen Darstellung 

fällt auf, daß im heilsgeschichtlichen Plan die eschatologische Erwartung und in der 

Darstellung des trinitarischen Glaubens der Heilige Geist verkürzt werden.’
312

 Judging by the 

fact that Raymond dedicates only one chapter to the Holy Spirit, she is right. But I hope to 

show in Chapter Nine that the Spirit plays an important role in the way Raymond describes 

the Messianic age, the new Messianic Law, and salvation history. Precisely because of this, I 

agree with the first part of Willi-Plein´s statement. There is indeed ‘a strongly reduced 

eschatological expectation’. Raymond emphasizes the ‘now’ of Christian eschatology. He has 

found himself living in the Messianic age, the age of the Spirit of the Messiah. This might be 

an important clue to the new missionizing initiatives of Raymond cum suis towards the Jews. 

If eschatology is reduced to the present, friar preachers might easily reason that they should 

prepare the divine conversion of the Jews. In Part Four, however, I come to a different 

conclusion. In my opinion, Raymond was not very optimistic about a large scale conversion 

of the Jews in his time, at least not (anymore) around 1280, when he was finishing the 

Pugio.
313

  

 

   

Editions of the Pugio  

After two unsuccessful attempts between 1615 and 1642, the Pugio was finally published in 

1651 in Paris.
314

 A second edition appeared in 1687 in Leipzig.
315

 In the sixteenth century 

many extracts from the Pugio had already been published: in Agustino Gustiniani’s edition of 

the Victoria adversus Hebraeos of Porchet Salvaticus (1520)
316

 and in De arcanis catholicae 

veritatis (1518) by the Jewish convert and Italian Franciscan Petrus Galatinus.
317

 Porchet 
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 J. de Voisin (ed.), Pugio fidei Raymundi Martini ordinis praedicatorum adversus Mauros et Judaeos; 
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 J. Carpzov (ed.), Raymundi Martini Ordinis Praedicatorum. Pugio fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, cum 
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edition of the Victoria  appeared in J. Wolf’s Bibliotheca Hebraea (4 vols.), Hamburg 1715-1733, vol 2. 
317

 Petrus Galatinus, De arcanis catholicae veritatis, contra obstinatissimam Iudaeorum nostrae tempestatis 

perfidiam. Ex Talmud, aliisque Hebraicis libris nuper excerptu. Et quadruplici linguarum genere eleganter 

congestum, Orthona ad Mare 1518. Other editions of De arcanis followed in 1550 (Basel), 1561 (Basel), 1603 

(Paris), and 1612 (Frankfurt a. M.). Galatinus wrote De arcanis at the request of the pope, the emperor, and other 

dignitaries. He did this in a time when the Christian controversy on the authority of Jewish writings was 
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Salvaticus, a Carthusian monk from Genoa, wrote a short version of the Pugio in 1303 in 

order to make it available to a wider audience. Whereas Porchet mentioned in his preface that 

he draws much from the Pugio and would follow Raymond’s Latin translations of Hebrew 

Scripture, Galatinus omitted all references to Raymond where he had remodelled and included 

many parts of the Pugio. In 1603, Joseph Juste Scaliger detected the Pugio behind De arcanis, 

but attributed the work wrongly to Raymond Sebon (d. 1436), a Catalan physician, theologian 

and philosopher, who had written a Liber de theologia naturali.
318

 This does not mean that 

Raymond Martin had passed into oblivion. In several sixteenth-century writings his name and 

authorship were mentioned. Gustiniani explicitly referred to him in his preface to Porchet’s 

Victoria, and Antonio Senensis ‘Lusitanus’ and Francisco Diago mentioned him in their 

chronicles about the Dominican order.
319

 At the end of the sixteenth century, Raymond was 

still mentioned by the famous Jesuit scholar and missionary Antonio Possevino (1534-1611), 

author of the ambitious Bibliotheca Selecta (Rome, 1593): after Peter Alfonsi he is listed as 

the second author among Possevino’s scriptores recentiores adversus Iudaeos: Raymundus in 

suo pugione.
320

 

In 1615, the leading Huguenot apologist Phillipe Du Plessis Mornay (1549-1623) charged 

Johannes Buxtorf (1564-1629) with the task to prepare an edition of the Pugio.
321

 There was 

some correspondence about Buxtorf’s plans and Buxtorf copied a manuscript of the Pugio in 

the possession of Du Plessis Mornay, but the celebrated German Hebraist was not able to 

realize the plans.
322

 When François Bousquet (1605-1676), the future Bishop of Lodève and 

                                                                                                                                                         
e la edizione di Ortona (1518) del De arcanis catholicae veritatis’, in: C. Vasoli (ed.), Filosofia e religione nella 

cultura del Rinascimento, Naples 1988, 183–209.  
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later of Montpellier, was a young student of Collège de Foix near Toulouse and found, around 

1620, a manuscript of the Pugio in the library of the monastery, it took him a while to trace 

the true identity of the author. The manuscript gave only the following inscription: pugio fidei 

christianae a fratre R. editus.
323

 Bousquet described the manuscript as follows: ‘Cut in three 

volumes, beautifully written in Hebrew and Latin majuscules on parchment’.
324

 Fascinated by 

the work, Bousquet started to take Hebrew lessons from the former German Jew, Jacob 

Spieghel à Rozembach. Spieghel explained passages to him and Bousquet asked him to copy 

the entire manuscript, quod ipse perbelle et velocissime paucos intra menses absoluit.
325

 This 

copy would become the exemplar of the first edition of the Pugio.  

The story of the first edition is partly veiled in the mists of time. At a certain moment, the 

Languedocian scholar Philippe Jacques de Maussac (1590-1650), praeses of Montpellier and 

an expert in Greek language and philosophy, laid his hands on Spieghel’s copy.
326

 In his letter 

to the Hebraist De Voisin (1651) – De Maussac had already died and the Pugio was published 

by De Voisin –, Bousquet is silent about the way De Maussac got hold of the copy. Spieghel, 

who according to Bousquet deserves the highest appreciation for his excellent work, will 

inform De Voisin about the matter, he says.
327

    

De Maussac made a first attempt to have the Pugio published. His project had the support 

of the Cardinal Richelieu (1585-1642), first minister of the French king. De Maussac wanted 

to dedicate the edition to the Cardinal,
328

 but Richelieu died in 1642 and De Maussac’s 

knowledge of Hebrew and Judaism apparently was too poor to complete the project on his 

own.
329

 In, or shortly after 1647, De Maussac invited the excellent hebraist Joseph de Voisin 

(d. 1685), doctor of the University of Sorbonne, to participate in the project.
330

 De Voisin had 
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just published the second volume of his Theologia Iudaeorum (1648), a treatise on the errors 

of Judaism.
331

 He started to ‘critically’ edit the manuscript of the Collège de Foix with three 

other manuscripts from which De Maussac had collected variant readings:
332

 one from 

Raymond’s home-convent in Barcelona, another from the Dominican library at Majorca 

(1381), and a third from the Dominican convent in Toulouse.
333

 He put the available variant 

readings in the margins of the edition. References to parallel texts in Galatinus’s De arcanis 

were also noted in the margins. He started to write annotations to the text of the Pugio as well, 

supplying each of the chapters of Part Two and Three with his observations.
334

 These were 

mainly additional passages from rabbinic literature, which were meant to extend and further 

corroborate Raymond’s argument. De Voisin’s introduction, printed immediately after 

Raymond’s preface to the Pugio, is a long treatise of 144 pages about the essentials of 

rabbinic literature, Hebrew Scripture, and the relation between the old and the new divine 

Law.
335

 De Maussac would not live to see the editio princeps of the Pugio in 1651, ‘to which 

all scholars had looked forward for so long’, as he himself put it in the letter to De Voisin.
336

 

He died in Paris a year before and donated his copy of the Pugio to the library of St. Jacques. 

It eventually ended up in the Bibliothèque Mazarine.
337

  

In 1687, the Christian theologian and hebraist Johann Benedict Carpzov (1639–1699), 

professor in Leipzig, and of Spanish Jewish origin, republished the De Maussac/De Voisin 

edition.
338

 It would become the standard to quote from, certainly after its reprint in 1967. 

Carpzov left the edition of 1651 intact, and provided it with a second introduction to 

Judaism.
339

 In a separate chapter of this introduction, he summarized the facts related to 

Raymond Martin’s authorship, to Galatinus’s plagiarism, and to the history of the first edition. 

Several (passages from) letters were included, most of them written to De Voisin shortly 

before and after the publication of the first edition.
340

 Carpzov also added a small work by the 
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 J. de Voisin, Theologia Iudaeorum. Opus, in quorem ipsam, quae nunc Christiana religio nincupatur, etiam 

apud Antiquos fuisse, priusquam Christus veniret in carne, ex Hebraeorum libris ostenditur. Errores vero, quos 

post natum Christum Iudei per fraudem et malitiam attulerunt, coarguuntur, Paris 1647.  
332

 A. du Mège, E. de la Mothe-Langon, J. Laurent-Gousse (eds.), Biographie Toulousaine ou Dictionaire 

historique des personnages (2 vols.), Paris 1823, vol. 2, 36.  
333

 Carpzov, ‘Introductio’, 109. The manuscripts from Barcelona and Majorca are lost, the Toulouse manuscript 

is now ms. 219 of the Bibliothèque municipale in Toulouse; see Hasselhoff, ‘Einleitung’, 34, n. 91.     
334

 Part One lacks such observations. De Voisin was a Hebraist. Apparently he had not the skill to annotate the 

‘philosophical’ part of the Pugio.  
335

 A year before the publication of the Pugio, De Voisin published his Liber de Lege Divina. Together with De 

Voisin’s introduction to the Pugio and his observations after each chapter of the parts Two and Three of the 

Pugio, De Lege Divina deserves closer inspection, as does Carpzov’s introduction to the second edition of the 

Pugio. 
336

 ‘Cum primum de editione Pugionis fidei ab eruditis omnibus iamdiu expetita’; Secret, ‘Une première 

oubliée’, 454.   
337

 See p. 60.  
338

 Carpzov studied Hebrew under Johannes Buxtorf II in Basel, was professor of Oriental languages at Leipzig 

from 1668 and professor of theology between 1684-99. Before he provided his edition of the Pugio, he edited 

several works related to Bible study and rabbinics, for example Wilhelm Schickard’s Mishpat ha-Melekh: Jus 

Regium Hebræorum (1674) and John Lightfoot’s Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae (1658-1674), a study of the 
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century.   
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former Jew Hermann of Cologne (ca. 1108-ca. 1181, orig. Judah ben David ha-Levi), who 

recounts his conversion to Christianity.
341

  

In short, the edition of the Pugio had a four-stage history. First, the preparatory work by 

Bousquet and Spieghel à Rozembach. Second, De Maussac’s first efforts to have it edited. 

Third, the continuation of the project under the expert guidance of De Voisin; this would lead 

to the ‘critical’ and annotated editio princeps of 1651. And finally, the republication of the 

first edition by Carpzov in 1687, supplemented by his own introduction and the short work by 

Hermann of Cologne. Notwithstanding the recent reprint of the Carpzov-edition, a modern 

critical edition of the Pugio fidei is a desideratum. Several other manuscripts than the four that 

form the basis for the De Voisin/Carpzov-edition have become available since the seventeenth 

century. These should be compared to the text of the edition, in order to gain more clarity on 

the reliability of the text provided by De Voisin and to reconstruct the manuscript tradition 

and a stemma codicum.
342

  

 

 

The exemplar manuscript of the Pugio 

A serious problem related to the two extant editions of the Pugio is that the manuscript from 

Collège de Foix and two of the three contributing manuscripts used by De Voisin are lost. 

Only the manuscript from the Dominican convent in Toulouse has been identified. It is the 

one kept today in the Municipal Library of Toulouse, ms. 219.
343

 Scholars have tried to trace 

ms. Foix. The manuscripts of Collège de Foix were acquired in 1680 by the Bibliothèque 

Nationale in Paris. On a list of 291 manuscripts, which were transported then to the capital, 

there was one Pugio fidei.
344

 The problem is that the two manuscripts of the Pugio now in the 

possession of the Bibliothèque Nationale do not correspond to Bousquet’s description of ms. 

Foix. Bousquet told they consist of three parts, with quotations in Hebrew characters.
345

 The 

mss. Lat. 3356 and 3357 of the Bibl. Nat., however, are incomplete. The first lacks Part Three 

and Part Two is without Hebrew and Aramaic quotations.
346

 The second lacks Part Two, the 

two last chapters of Part One, and Chapters Seven ff. of Part III-III. Thus, Auguste Molinier’s 

statement that ms. Lat. 3356 of the Bibl. Nat. is ms. Foix is incorrect.
347

 Hasselhoff suggests 
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 A modern edition of this work is: Hermann of Cologne [Hermannus quondam Judaeus], Opusculum de 

conversione sua (ed. G. Niemeyer), Weimar 1963. For a recent bibliography on Hermann, see S. Kruger, The 

Spectral Jew. Conversion and Embodiment in Medieval Europe, Minneapolis 2006, 218, n. 52.   
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 See before (Introduction and Chapter One) my remarks on the current preparatory research towards a critical 
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manuscript tradition was started by P. Fumagalli, ‘The Original and Old Manuscript’, 95; see further G. 
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Edition’, 45-56 (in which a preliminary stemma codicum, 56).  
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 Fumagalli, ‘The Original and Old Manuscript’, 95; Hasselhoff, ‘Some Remarks’, 137, n. 28; id., ‘Einleitung’, 

34, n. 91.  
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 Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste’, 282. 
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 See above.   
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 Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste’, 282; Fumagalli, ‘The Original and Old Manuscript’, 95; Hasselhoff, ‘Some 

Remarks’, 144.  
347

 See A. Molinier, Catalogue des manuscrits de la Bibliothèque Mazarine (4 vols.), Paris 1882, vol. 1, 385. 

Berthier already doubted Molinier’s identification, but he wrongly assumed that Molinier referred to ms. Lat. 

3357; see Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste’, 283. Ms. Lat. 3357 has only the preface, Part I (until halfway 

through Chapter 12), Part III-I – III-III, cs. 1-6. It lacks the Hebrew and Aramaic passages; ibid, 282; see also 

Fumagalli, ‘The Original and Old Manuscript’, 95 ; Hasselhoff, ‘Some Remarks’, 144. 
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that ms. Foix is probably identical with a manuscript that belonged to the pontifical Library in 

Avignon at the end of the fourteenth century: ms. 1653.
348

   

But is the problem of the lost ms. Foix not solved by the fact that the copy made by 

Spieghel, the exemplar manuscript, is still available? Both Molinier and Delisle stated that 

ms. Lat. 796 of the Mazarine library in Paris is Spieghel’s copy.
349

 This manuscript is said to 

come originally from the Dominican library in Paris, which concurs with the tradition that De 

Maussac left it there, together with the variant readings he found in other manuscripts, shortly 

before his death.
350

 According to Bousquet, Spieghel did a very good job, so we may assume 

that it was a complete manuscript. However, according to Görge Hasselhoff, ms. Lat. 796 

deviates in many passages from the text of the first edition. Hasselhoff concludes that De 

Voisin must have revised the exemplar manuscript. But is that not very unlikely? Why would 

De Voisin have corrupted the text? Does it make sense to put alternative readings from other 

manuscripts in the margin and corrupt the main text at the same time? Further research is 

necessary here.  

Among the available manuscripts of the Pugio, ms. 1405 of the Ste. Geneviève library in 

Paris, a complete manuscript of the Pugio including Hebrew citations,
351

 was identified by 

Fumagalli as the oldest existing manuscript of the work (thirteenth century).
352

 He thinks it is 

the autograph, a conclusion shared by scholars who investigated the manuscript recently: 

Hasselhoff, Travelletti, Bobichon, Giletti.
353

 Hasselhoff notes that the size of the text of ms. 

Gen exceeds the edition texts of De Voisin and Carpzov by approximately ten to fifteen 

percent.
354

 This is largely due to the fact that ms. Gen contains more quotations from rabbinic 

literature. Raymond’s Latin argumentations in ms. Gen and the edition texts correspond rather 

well.
355
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Manuscripts of the Pugio 

At this moment twelve manuscripts of the Pugio are known to be extant, as well as a small 

fragment of a manuscript.
356

 I will list them in order of (assumed) chronology. Between 

brackets I have put the abbreviations of the manuscripts as I will use them in the current text, 

and the approximate dates of origin as determined by Fumagalli, including those of Kaeppeli 

and Hasselhoff, in case their determination differs from Fumagalli’s. 

 

1. Paris, Bibl. Ste. Geneviève, ms. 1405 (Gen, XIII – Kaeppeli: XIII-XIV) – 430 folios; 

the only medieval manuscript which contains the complete text in Latin and Hebrew; 

probably the autograph.
357

  

2. Salamanca, Bibl. Universitaria, ms. 2352 (Sal, XIV – Hasselhoff: XV) – 291 folios; 

contains the parts II and III (to III-III, 19); includes the Hebrew text. 

3. Coimbra, Bibl. da Universidade, ms. 720 (Coim, XIV/XV – Kaeppeli: XVII) – 331 

folios; contains the parts II and III (to III-III, 19); includes the Hebrew text.  

4. Paris, Bibl. Nationale, ms. Latin 3357 (Par1, XIV/XV) – 230 folios; contains the 

chapters I.1-I.12.12 and III.I.3.1-III-III.6.5; lacks the Hebrew text but includes blank 

space to add it. 

5. Paris, Bibl. Nationale, ms. Latin 3356 (Par2, XV) – 100 folios; contains the parts I and 

II; lacks the Hebrew text.  

6. Sevilla, Capitular y Colombina, ms. 56-2-14 (formerly: 82-1-7 and Y-132-17) (Sev, 

XIV – Kaeppeli/Hasselhoff: XV) – 122 folios; contains the parts I and II; lacks the 

Hebrew text. 

7. Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, ms. CLM 24158 (Mun, 1381) – 206 folios; 

contains the complete Latin text except the last chapters of part III (ending in the 

middle of III-III.21); lacks the Hebrew text; of Italian origin; perhaps the lost ms. Napl 

(see below).  

8. El-Escorial, Madrid, ms. K.II.19 (Esc, 1405) – 84 folios; contains the parts I and II; 

lacks the Hebrew text. 

9. Toulouse, Bibl. Municipale, ms. 219 (Toul, 1405) – 90 folios; contains the parts I and 

II; lacks the Hebrew text. 

10. Tarragona, Bibl. Provincial, ms. 89 (Tarr, 1438 – Kaeppeli: 1408) – 340 folios; 

contains the complete Latin text (to III-III, 19); lacks the Hebrew text. 
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11. Basel, Univ. of Basel, ms. A XII-9-11 (Bas, XVII)  – contains the complete text in 

Latin and Hebrew; manuscript made by Johannes Buxtorf when he prepared an edition 

of the Pugio; possibly a copy of ms. Gen.
358

  

12. Paris, Bibl. Mazarine, ms. 796 (2138) (Maz, 1650) – 1541 folio’s; contains the 

complete text in Latin and Hebrew; according to Molinier and Delisle (a copy of) the 

lost ms. Foix.
359

  

13. Lanusei, Museo Diocesano dell’Ogliastra, fragment (Lan, XIV?) – two pages with a  

fragment from II, 3.  

 

This list can be supplemented by a number of lost manuscripts, which are mentioned in 

historical documents:   

 

14. Naples, Convento de San Domenico (Napl, XIII) – mentioned by Carpzov in his 

‘Introductio’; according to the earlier mentioned Antonio Possevino, the autograph of 

the Pugio was kept in the coenobio of the Dominican convent in Naples, a statement 

made at the end of the sixteenth century.
360

 

15. Toulouse (Foix, XIV) – contained the complete text in Latin and Hebrew; belonged to 

Collège de Foix.
361

 

16. Avignon, Bibl. Romanorum Pontificum, ms. 1653 (= Peñiscola, ms. 712) (Avi, XIV) - 

contained the complete text in Latin and Hebrew; possibly identical with ms. Foix.
362

    

17. Barcelona, Bibl. Santa Catarina (Barc, before 1340; Hasselhoff: before 1381/86) – 

belonged to the Dominican Convent of St. Catherine in Barcelona;
363

 contained only 

part I.
364

 

18. Mallorca (Maior, before 1381/86) – contained the complete text in Latin and 

Hebrew;
365

 belonged to the Dominican convent in Mallorca.
366

 

19. Bologna, Convento de San Domenico 340 (Bol, before 1381/86) – mentioned in 

catalogue of the library.
367

 

20. Beroaldus (Ber, ?) – Matthaeus Beroaldus (d. 1576), a former minister and professor 

of philosophy at Geneva, possessed a manuscript of the Pugio.
368

 

21. Senensis (Sen, ?) – was in the library of Antonius Senensis (‘Lusitanus’), professor of 

theology in Louvain and known for his catalogue of Dominican authors (1585), 

contained a manuscript of the Pugio.
369

 

22. Toulouse (Foix, 1650) – perhaps ms. Maz (see above), or a copy of it.
370
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A few conclusions. The majority of the available manuscripts are incomplete. Only three of 

the manuscripts that contain all three parts (Gen, Par1, Mun, Tarr, Bas, Maz) include the 

Hebrew text (Gen, Bas, Maz), and of these three only ms Gen is a medieval manuscript. One 

group of manuscripts contains only the first and second part of the Pugio, the so-called Pugio 

parvus, ‘small Pugio’ (Esc, Sev, Dom, and Par2); these manuscripts all lack the Hebrew and 

Aramaic texts. Fumagalli holds that the Pugio parvus-tradition appears in the fifteenth century 

and in two cases (Esc and Sev) the manuscripts are attributed to Raymond of Peñafort.
371

 It is 

possible of course that the Pugio parvus-tradition started in the fifteenth century, but as I 

suggested before, Raymond Martin may have written part Three as a manual for the studium 

hebraicum in Barcelona, which was erected at the end of the 1270s. It is therefore also 

possible that the Pugio parvus was started to be copied after part Two was finished (around 

1278/9) and before Raymond decided to write part Three. If so, the Pugio parvus would 

represent the oldest stratum of the manuscript tradition. Further research on the manuscripts 

may give more clarity about this issue. Finally, two Iberian manuscripts (Sal, Coim) contain 

only the contra Iudaeorum-part of the Pugio, that is, the parts Two and Three, and both 

include the Hebrew and Aramaic texts.  

 

 

Manuscript tradition 

Fumagalli was the first to show that the Pugio must have had several redactions.
372

 His 

conclusions are confirmed and further elaborated by the current group of researchers working 

on a critical edition.
373

 I summarize their conclusions in a few points.      

1) Part One is handed down quite uniformly. Whereas the Voisin/Carpzov edition and 

ms. Barc have 26 chapters, the majority of the manuscripts have 27. This is due to the 

fact that in these latter manuscripts Chapter 5 is divided in two. 

2) Part Two exists in two redactions as well. Ms. Gen has 16 chapters. The rest of the 

manuscripts, including the edition, have 15. Many quotations from Chapter 16 of ms. 

Gen appear in the other manuscripts in Chapter 3, Section 7.  

3) Of Part Three the first and second distinctions are handed down rather uniformly. But 

the third distinction has four or five redactions.  

- Most of the manuscripts have 19 chapters in the third distinction.  

- Ms. Maior has 21 chapters, due to a division of Chapter 13 into three chapters. 

- According to the index of ms. Mun it has 22 chapters, but since the last two 

chapters are lacking the content of this extra chapter cannot be determined.  

- Ms. Gen has 21 chapters: Chapter 13 is not divided here, but it has two last 

chapters added which the other manuscripts, except ms. Foix/ed. 

Voisin/Carpzov, lack. 

- Ms. Foix/ed. Voisin/Carpzov have 23 chapters: they have the last two chapters 

of ms. Gen and Chapter 13 divided into three (like ms. Maior).  

 

These facts are puzzling. They show that ms. Gen, considered by Fumagalli as the oldest 

manuscript, has three extra chapters in relation to the other manuscripts: II, c. 16 and III-III, 

cs. 20-21 (cs. 22-23 in ed. Voisin/Carpzov). According to Fumagalli these chapters were 
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added later and he adduces the following facts:
374

 II, c. 16 appears after the explicit of Part 

Two and is written by a different hand on a different piece of parchment; III-III, cs. 20-21 are 

written by the first hand but probably later, since they appear on two supplemented quires and 

lack the decoration of the initial capital of the previous chapters. It should be noted that the 

later addition of these two final chapters is quite significant for an analysis of the Pugio. 

These chapters give the work an extra strong anti-Jewish character. They include what Ina 

Willi-Plein calls an ‘antijüdischen Talmud-Schreckenskammer’,
375

 including Talmud 

passages which the author of the manuscript – and we do not know whether it is Raymond – 

perceives as obscene, blasphemous, stimulating sorcery, or generating subversion against 

Christians (even murder).
376

 Neither Willi-Plein, nor most of the scholars who have published 

on the Pugio, suggest the possibility that these chapters are not authentically Raymond’s.  

Fumagalli notes that the original title of Chapter 19 in ms. Gen (Chapter 21 in the edition) 

is corrected. ‘De reprobatione Iudaeorum et de electione gentium’ is changed to ‘De 

reprobatione Iudaeorum’. The original title of Chapter 19 is announced in the last words of 

Chapter 18 (Chapter 20 in the edition): ‘De Spiritu autem sancto satis puto dictum cap. 11, 

distinct.1 [of Part III], non est igitur hic iterandum. De sancta vero Ecclesia Catholica satis 

dicetur, cum reprobatio Judaeorum, & electio gentium in sequentibus ostendetur.’
377

 Thus, 

Fumagalli’s statement that initially the Pugio should have ended differently seems to be right: 

the last three chapters, including the two added later, deal only with the rejection of the Jews 

(Chapters 19/21-20/22) and the state of the Jews (Chapters 21/23); the promised treatment of 

the election of the gentiles is not elaborated.  

Two explanations present themselves. First, it was Raymond Martin himself who decided 

to cut down these last chapters, for example because his energies waned. In that case ms. Gen 

is the autograph, since the final two chapters are written by the same hand as the remainder of 

the manuscript.
378

 Second, the copyist of ms. Gen, confronted with an unfinished work, 

decided or was ordered to finish it. For some reason then he dropped the question on the 

election of the gentiles and focused on the argument of the rejection of the Jews by writing 

two final chapters with additional, incriminating material from the Talmud. In that case ms. 

Gen is a very early copy (Fumagalli dates it at the end of the thirteenth century).  

 

 

 

2. Capistrum Iudaeorum (ca. 1267) 

 

The Capistrum Iudaeorum (‘Muzzle for the Jews’)
379

 forms an important first stage to Pugio, 

as attested by the fact that Part II of the Pugio is a revision of the entire Capistrum.
380

 

Historical references made to the Capistrum are scarce, probably due to the fact that it was not 
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widespread: only three manuscripts are known (see below). Two references to the Capistrum 

in contemporary sources are worth mentioning. First of all Raymond himself. In the Pugio he 

refers five times to the Capistrum.
381

 Then Ricoldo of Montecroce (ca. 1243-1320), fellow 

Dominican, missionary, and ‘a well-informed traveller in the Muslim lands’,
382

 gives no sign 

of knowing the Pugio but refers to the Capistrum in both his Itinerarium (ca. 1290) and 

Libellus ad Nationes Orientales (1300).
383

 Writing only shortly after Raymond finished the 

Pugio, it is understandable that Ricoldo was not yet acquainted with it. The Capistrum was 

written in (the years around) 1267, a date found in the seventh Ratio, about halfway through 

the work.
384

  

The adaptation of the Capistrum in the Pugio was not its only revision. During, or perhaps 

after the composition of the Pugio, Raymond, or one of his successors, was working again on 

the Capistrum. This appears from the fact that in ms. Latin 3.643 of the Bibliothèque 

Nationale in Paris there are three references to the Pugio, one of which is to Part Three. All 

three references are found in the last chapter of the Capistrum.
385

 I will return to this curiosity 

later. For the moment it suffices to notice that the Capistrum had no ‘canonical’ redaction, as 

Hasselhoff put it, and that its content and argumentation developed over a period of more than 

a decade.
386

 

The Capistrum aims to prove that the Messiah came before the destruction of the Second 

Temple, and that Jesus is the only historical character qualified to be identified with him.
387

 

The work consists of two parts, each with seven chapters. Part One contains seven rationes 

and Part Two seven nequitiae, that is, ‘worthless’, indefensible objections against the 

Christian truth.
388

 The first part forms, so to say, the positive demonstration of the claim, the 

second the negative, that is, the refutation of Jewish objections against it. A central strategy of 

the Capistrum is that the scriptural argumentation is solely based on the Hebrew Bible, of 

which Raymond’s own literal Latin translations are adduced in order to meet the Jewish 

criticism ‘that it is not so in the Hebrew’. A second strategy is the forwarding of rabbinic 

exegetical traditions, which, according to Raymond, corroborate the Christian position and 
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negate Jewish contentions ‘that it should not be understood or explained so’.
389

 It is the same 

method that will dominate the Pugio. As noted before, an important difference between the 

two works is that in Capistrum the quotations from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature 

are restricted to transliterations, whereas in the Pugio the Hebrew and Aramaic texts are 

copied entirely.  

Essentially the Capistrum is a collection of biblical auctoritates adduced to prove that 

(Hebrew) Old Testament prophecies and rabbinic exegeses and freestanding stories point to 

the advent of the Messiah before the Second Temple destruction.
390

 But this is not the only 

endeavour of the work. It also touches upon several elements of Christian doctrine. This is a 

result of the second aim of the Capistrum, that is, to prove that the characteristics of Jesus’ 

appearance correspond to the prophecies on the Messiah in Hebrew Scripture.
391

  

There is some misunderstanding about the relationship between the Capistrum and the 

Pugio. According to Jeremy Cohen, Raymond ‘found the Capistrum ineffective for 

converting the Jews, apparently because they refused to accept as evidence biblical or 

rabbinic sources adduced in their Latin translation.’
392

 But Raymond already knew, in writing 

the Capistrum, that Jews would never accept Hebrew evidence in Latin translation. That is 

why he says in the prologue that he will include most of his quotations from Hebrew Scripture 

and rabbinic literature in transliteration. He brings this to perfection in the Pugio by 

presenting his Hebrew quotations in Hebrew characters.
393

 Therefore, Ryan Szpiech’s 

conclusion that we can observe in Raymond’s writings (from Explanatio to Pugio) an 

increasing caution as to the use of the original text and language, is more to the point.
394

 

 

 

Manuscripts 

There are three extant manuscripts of the Capistrum, mss. Bologna, Naples, and Paris.
395

 

Robles Sierra used all three for his edition, published in two parts in 1990 and 1993.
396

 A few 
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important facts regarding the manuscripts should be noticed. First, the mss. B and N are 

unfinished; the first hand of ms. B stops by the end of Nequitia 6, which is finished then by a 

second hand (fol. 92r.). Nequitia 7 is only extant in ms. P. Robles Sierra holds that B is the 

oldest and probably very similar to the original, and that N is a copy of B. Second, compared 

to mss. B and N, ms. P contains several corrections and expansions. Robles Sierra holds 

therefore that ms. P is a redaction of ms. B. This redaction consists of the following 

interventions:
397

 

1) Notes and glosses put in the margin are removed.  

2) Titles and subtitles in the margin are removed and grouped together at the beginning 

of each of the two parts. 

3) The author of ms. P has started to localize the quoted Bible passages.  

4) The  ש(sin) is transcribed as ç instead of z (as in B).  

5) The text is revised, expanded, and in some cases rewritten. Of the latter point the main 

examples are ratio 3, n. 20; ratio 4, n. 18 ff.; nequitia 3, n. 11; and nequitia 6, n. 21.  

6) Nequitia 7 is added.  

 

How to explain these changes? In my opinion it is rather unlikely that the removal of the 

glosses was Raymond’s own work. Glosses were a crucial element of his method and become 

even more important in the Pugio, which exhibits the aspiration to accumulate rabbinic 

material rather than to restrict it. As to the revision and improvement of arguments displayed 

in ms. P, I would say that in principle this may well have been Raymond’s work. After all, he 

revised the whole Capistrum in the Pugio. There is however one fact that casts doubt on 

Raymond’s authorship of the revisions attested in ms. P: the three mentioned references to the 

Pugio made in nequitia 7. These references indicate that the text of ms. P was finished during 

or after the composition of the third part of the Pugio.  

The drastic changes found in ms. P concern ratio 4: the proof based on Dan 9:24-27. The 

manuscript tradition of the Pugio has two different versions of this proof as well: II, c. 3 and 

the extension in ms. Gen of material from II, c. 3, n. 7 to an extra chapter, II, c. 16.
398

 This 

means that the manuscripts of the Capistrum and the Pugio provide four different versions of 

the argument regarding the seventy weeks prophecy of Daniel. A detailed comparison of these 

versions may solve the problem of chronology and help to determine whether ms. P of the 

Capistrum and ms. Gen, II, c. 16 (Pugio) are written by Raymond, or one of his successors. I 

will return to this problem in Chapter Seven, where I compare the argumentation on Dan 

9:24-27 in ms. P of the Capistrum with the one in the Pugio II, c. 3, which leads me to  

conclude that the text of ratio 4 as it appears in ms. P was probably written before the Pugio. 

Ms. P itself, however, must have been copied after Raymond wrote the Pugio, since it 

contains the three aforementioned references to the Pugio in nequitia 7. This leads us to the 
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question whether Raymond was the author of nequitia 7. Only text-critical research into the 

manuscript tradition of the Capistrum might answer that question.  

 

 

Revision of the Capistrum in the Pugio 

While it is clear that Part II of the Pugio is a revision of the Capistrum, this does not mean 

that Part III of the Pugio had no antecedents in the Capistrum. In particular many issues 

treated in the nequitiae (see scheme below) return in Part III of the Pugio: the Spirit of the 

Messiah (III-III, c. 11), creation, fall, descent of the righteous into inferno, and the necessity 

of redemption by a divine-human Messiah (III-II, III-III, cs. 1-3), the divine names of the 

Messiah (III-III, c. 4), Christ’s passion (III-III, c. 16), the relation between the Old Law and 

the Law of the Messiah (III-III, cs. 11-15), the divine rejection of the Jews, their 

contemporary state and their final conversion (III-III, cs. 21-23). This means that Raymond 

gave expression to several tenets of the Christian three times: Capistrum-Pugio II-Pugio III. 

Raymond’s development as a theologian and polemicist can be followed by comparative 

study of these texts. In the scheme below I have listed only the broad parallels between the 

Capistrum and Part Two of the Pugio. For parallels with Part Three, the scheme below and 

the one submitted earlier can be put together. A detailed comparison, however, would demand 

a separate examination which lies beyond the aims of this book.
399

  

 
 

 

Capistrum 

Iudaeorum 

Biblical starting-points  Main Themes Pugio fidei 

R.1 

R.2, ns. 11-13  

Is 66:7-8 

Is 10:34 

‘Before she was in labour she 

gave birth’ – the advent of the 

Messiah before the destruction 

of the Second Temple. 

II.6 

R.2  Gen 49:10 ‘The sceptre shall not pass from 

Judah [...] until Sion comes’. 

II.4 

II.6 

R.3  Dan 2 

Ps 118:22 

Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the 

statue: ‘the stone released 

without hands from the 

mountain’ (Dan 2:34); ‘the 

stone which the builders 

rejected’ (Ps 118:22) – Romans 

and Jews, the mixed kingdom, 

against God’s kingdom (Dan 

2:43-44)  

II.5 

 

 

R.4  Dan 9:24-27 Daniel’s seventy weeks 

prophecy 

II.3 

II.16 (ms. Gen)?  

R.5 Mal 3:1-2 ‘Suddenly the Lord will come 

to his Temple’ – Divinity of the 

Messiah, other names of the 

Messiah – the Temple will not 

be rebuilt. 

II.9.1ff 

R.6 Hag 2:7-10 ‘I will set in motion all nations; 

the desire of all nations will 

II.9.10ff  
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come, and I will fill this house 

with glory [...] The glory of this 

last house will surpass that of 

the first’ – the Messiah is the 

desire, glory and peace of all 

nations, Jews, Christians and 

Saracens – Ben Cosba, a false 

Messiah. 

R.7  Hab 1:5 ‘Look at the nations, be 

astonished [...] a work has been 

done in your days which you 

will not believe when it is told’ 

– the miracle of the Incarnation; 

miracles of Christ; Mohammed 

did not perform miracles; no 

miracles any more among the 

Jews.  

II.8 

 

  World history 3 x 2000 years, 

advent Messiah precipitated by 

the righteous in inferno, advent 

Messiah during the Roman 

domination, the ten kings 

reigning until the last days; 

Messiah God and Son of God, 

the mission of the Son of God, 

conversion of the Romans, 

conversion of Israel, 

redemption of the Jews when 

they do penance. 

II.10 

N.1 Jer 23:5-6  ‘The days are now coming, says 

the Lord, when I will make a 

righteous shoot spring from 

David [...] In his days Judah 

will be saved and Israel will 

live ad fiduciam’ – the 

Messiah: passion, New Law, 

rejection of the Jews, Christians 

the new servants of God, 

difference between Mosaic and 

Christian doctrine.  

II.11 

N.2  Is 11:1ff. ‘A shoot shall grow from the 

stock of Jesse’ – Biblical 

language; peace in Jesus’ days 

until Jewish revolt; Jerusalem 

in the new days; the vocation of 

the gentiles; passion of Christ; 

his divine judgement; the four 

kingdoms, the Spirit of the 

Messiah comes during the 

fourth kingdom. 

II.12 

 

N.3 Zech 12:10,12 ‘I will pour a spirit of pity and 

compassion into the line of 

David [...] They shall look on 

me, whom they have pierced, 

and wail over him as over the 

II.12 

II.11.10-15 
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unigenitum’ – Messiah ben 

David, Messiah ben Joseph, the 

suffering of the Messiah; the 

world created through the 

Messiah; names of the Messiah; 

the world saved by a divine-

human Messiah. 

N.4  Dan 7:13 ‘One like a son of man was 

coming with the clouds of 

heaven’ – the second coming of 

the Messiah. 

II.13  

 

N.5 Zech 9:9-10 ‘He promised peace to the 

nations and his dominion from 

sea to sea’ – fulfilment in the 

spread of Christianity; the ten 

tribes of Israel have become 

gentiles and were converted.  

II.13 

N.6 Deut 30:3 

Is 11:11-12 

‘Your Lord God will end your 

captivity and have mercy on 

you’ – this has happened twice 

to the Jews and will not happen 

a third time – ‘On that day the 

Lord will again raise his hand 

to possess the rest of his 

people’ – fulfilment in the time 

of Augustus; interpretation of 

the names of Israel, Judah, 

gentiles, Rome; the righteous 

before God’s face, descent into 

inferno before Christ, why God 

has hidden his face from the 

Jews; Gog and Magog and the 

Jews.  

II.14 

 

 

N.7  Matt 5:17 ‘I have not come to abolish the 

Law’ – the relation between the 

Old and New Law; the rejection 

and state of the Jews; their 

hatred for Christ; their 

conversion at the end of days. 

II.15 

 

 

 

This scheme gives occasion for a few remarks. Each chapter of the Capistrum starts with a 

biblical passage which, in many cases, dominates the subsequent argumentation. In the course 

of a chapter many other biblical quotations are adduced as well. The Capistrum and the Pugio 

(Parts Two and Three) are first of all exegetical works, books of biblical reasoning, as I hope 

to show from Chapter Six onwards. 

 The scheme shows that the order of the nequitiae is maintained in Part Two of the Pugio, 

but that N.2-N.3 and N.4-N.5 are reduced to two chapters, II.12 and II.13. The order of the 

rationes is more radically revised. The first two chapters of Part Two of the Pugio are 

introductory chapters on the theme of divine rejection; the first on the dispersion of the ten 

tribes of Israel by the Assyrians and the second on that of Judah by the Romans. Together 

with the last three chapters these two introductory chapters circumscribe the ‘Jewish’ parts of 

the Pugio (Two and Three). Obviously the theme of the divine rejection of the Jews is a 



70 

 

central theme in the Pugio, although I already noted that the one-sided emphasis on the theme 

in the final chapters of the Pugio is not necessarily Raymond’s work but might well be the 

contribution of one of his successors. 

Further, the Pugio takes R.1 and a small part of R.2 together and places them in a newly 

created chapter (II.6) dealing with rabbinic traditions telling about the birth of the Messiah on 

the day of the Second Temple’s destruction.
400

 R.4, the proof based on Dan 9:24-27, though in 

the Capistrum preceded by other proofs, in the Pugio has become the first chapter after the 

two introductory chapters (II.3). This underlines the increasing significance of this Daniel 

pericope, a fact also witnessed by the manuscript traditions in two ways. First, one of the main 

differences between ms. B and P of the Capistrum is precisely the redaction of this proof; 

second, the sixteenth chapter added to Part Two of the Pugio in ms. Gen concerns an 

expansion of this proof as well. In Chapter Six of this study I will enter upon the reasons why 

the argumentation from Dan 9:24-27 gains in importance.  

In comparison with the Capistrum, c. II.10 of the Pugio is also new. It does not start with a 

specific biblical passage, as do most of the other chapters in this part, but it expands Chapter 

II.6 by adducing additional freestanding rabbinic traditions, which according to Raymond 

further sustain his claim that parts of Jewish tradition confirm that the Messiah has come. The 

title of the chapter reads: ‘More [proof] that the Messiah has already come; from the words of 

the Talmud’.
401

  

In general we can conclude that the structure of the Capistrum is largely left intact in Part 

Two of the Pugio. But this is an observation only on the formal level. On the level of content 

the arguments are still to be fully developed. I will pay particular attention to this in Chapter 

Six. 

 

 

 

3. Explanatio Simboli Apostolorum (ca. 1257) 

 

The Explanatio was published for the first time in full by Joseph March in 1908.
402

 It was 

written around 1256/1257, a date mentioned in the third Article.
403

 The full inscription of the 

Explanatio reads: Explanatio simboli apostolorum ad institutionem fidelium a fratre 

R[aymundo] Martini de ordine predicatorum edita.
404

 The title shows – as was noted yet in 

Chapter One - that Raymond wrote this explanation of the Apostles’ Creed (the ‘Twelve 

Articles of Faith’) with the intention of edifying his fellow Christians (institutionem fidelium). 

The Explanatio is a defence of Christianity and its doctrine, in response to Muslim 

criticism.
405

 It treats a whole range of issues typical of Christian apologetics and polemic 

against Islam: the authority of the Old and New Testaments (452-455); that Mohammed is not 

the paraclete and consoler prophesied by John in the New Testament (455); a defence of the 
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Christian veneration of Mary, the cross and images of saints (456-457); that the Qur’an 

testifies to the miracles of Christ (p. 473); that Jerusalem and not Mecca is prophesied as the 

city of pilgrimage for the gentiles (p. 474); reasons why the Jews do not accept Jesus as 

Messiah (p. 475); the historicity of the crucifixion (p. 478); the veneration of the Holy 

Sepulchre (p. 478); that there are no witnesses of Mohammed’s nocturnal heavenly voyage, in 

contrast to Christ’s ascension (p. 481); that Mohammed hinders the confession of sins by 

prescribing that those confessing adultery should be stoned (p. 487); Mohammed’s attitude 

towards marriage (p. 489-490); that Mohammed’s carnal view of paradise and beatitude 

causes Arabic philosophers to reject the doctrine of the resurrection of the body (p. 492-

494).
406

 Apart from the first issue, which is an introductory section before the articles of faith 

themselves are discussed, all these issues are brought forward within the explanations of the 

articles.
407

 

The Christian doctrinal points elaborated most extensively are also typical of a medieval 

Christian polemic against Muslim objections: the Trinity and the concept of divine generation 

(Article one), the divinity of Christ (Article two), the Incarnation and the twofold nature of 

Christ (Article three), Christ’s suffering, crucifixion and death (Article four), the sacraments 

(Article ten), the resurrection of the body (Article eleven) and eternal life (Article twelve). It 

is important to note that though the explanation of the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, and the 

Incarnation starts with biblical auctoritates, the emphasis of these demonstrations lies not on 

scriptural reasoning but on rationes, that is, on arguments intending to show the rational 

possibility of these doctrines. This is another indication that the Explanatio is in the first place 

an explanation of the Christian faith over against the claims of Islam, for Muslims cannot be 

expected to accept biblical arguments. At the same time it should be noted that Raymond 

attempts to tackle this epistemic gap by submitting an introduction which aims to prove that 

the Old and New Testament are not corrupted and that the Qur’an attests to their authority. 

Some scholars hold that, although the Explanatio has the debate with Muslims particularly 

in mind, it is also written with Jewish objections to the Christian faith in view.
408

 Hipólito 

Sancho, for example, brings forward the point that the Explanatio shows a preference for 

argumentation from the Old Testament and that this reveals that the polemic of the work 

addresses Judaism as well.
409

 For three reasons I do not agree with his observation. First, only 

in the third article, where Raymond considers the prophecies on the advent of the Messiah, 

can a preference for arguments from the Old Testament be observed, but in this case there is 

obviously no other way to argue than from the Old Testament. In other places the proofs from 

the New Testament are equal in quantity and significance to those from the Old Testament. 

Second, the fact that Raymond builds his proofs on passages from the New Testament is in 

itself a sign that he does not have the Jews in mind, simply because they would never accept 

arguments from it. Third, in the adduction of scriptural proofs there is no mention at all of 

Hebrew Scripture. Whereas Raymond makes no use of rabbinic literature in the Explanatio, 

                                                 
406

 For a summary of the work, see, among others: Berthier, ‘Un maître orientaliste’, 279-281; Harvey, 
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407

 Important publications on the Explanatio are: J. March, ‘Valor apologético de la “Explanatio Simboli 
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he does make use of the Qur’an and Islamic tradition.
410

 These facts show sufficiently that the 

Explanatio should not be situated within the Jewish-Christian debate. 

Other reasons made him to adduce biblical passages. First of all, the Explanatio is written 

as an instruction for Christians. An explanation of the Creed for Christians naturally includes 

Old and New Testament texts. Further, Raymond’s introductory argument that neither the 

New nor the Old Testament is corrupted, a proof clearly directed against Muslim objections, 

makes it understandable that his explanation includes proofs from both Testaments. Again, 

this has nothing to do with anti-Jewish polemic. To be sure, I do not deny the possibility that 

the Explanatio supplied several arguments which in Raymond’s view could also be used in a 

discussion with Jews, but this was more a by-product of the work than an obvious aim. 

Medieval Jewish and Muslim criticism on Christianity coincide on the philosophical level, 

and their shared criticism attacks the heart of Christian doctrine: the Trinity, the divinity of 

Christ, and the Incarnation. Raymond’s defence on these points is certainly transferable to a 

discussion with Jews.  

Who were these Christians to whom the Explanatio was addressed? I agree with John Tolan 

that ‘the work could [...] be used either to instruct a convert from Islam in the basic tenets of 

Christianity or to educate those who are already Christians and innoculate them against 

Muslim anti-Christian arguments.’
411

 The work thus addresses a multiplex Christian audience. 

First of all, Christians living in a Muslim environment. As such it met Peñafort’s concern 

about the quality of the faith of different kind of Christian groups in Tunis, of which we have 

seen some examples. But perhaps the work was intended for the growing group of converts 

and candidate-converts from Islam in the newly conquered areas on the Iberian Peninsula as 

well. Raymond may also have had in mind the mudejars, Muslim subjects of Christian 

kingdoms. No doubt clerics and preachers were in need of short apologetic instructions on the 

Christian Creed, which supplied tools to attack Muslim ‘errors’ and responded to Muslim 

objections against Christianity. Finally, could the Explanatio have functioned as a manual for 

students of a studium arabicum?
412

 I doubt it. Though the Explanatio attacks Islam on several 

points, a scholastic manual would demand a more systematic approach, a summa against 

Islam, demanding a structure followed by the Pugio two decades later.  

The Dominican historian Francisco Diago (ca. 1562-1615) stated in his history of the 

Dominican province of Aragon that Raymond wrote a Summa contra Alcoranum.
413

 Such a 

polemical work would have fitted in well with the aims of a studia arabicum. Raymond may 

have produced more writings against Islam, as Peter Marsilius indeed confirms: He ‘also 

produced various works against the sect of the Saracens, full of eloquence and founded on 

truth.’
414

 In 1983, Josep Hernando edited a manuscript entitled De seta Machometi.
415

 He 

                                                 
410
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412
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 See Appendix One. English translation drawn from Harvey, Raymundus Martini, 32. Louis of Valladolid, 

who includes Raymond in his Tabula Alberti Magni aliorumque Scriptorum Ordinis Praedicatorum (1414), 

knows of only one polemic against Islam from Raymond’s hand. But he does not even mention the title, so that 
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contra Sarracenos alium’; see H. Scheeben, ‘Die Tabulae Ludwigs von Valladolid im Chor des Predigerbruder 

von St. Jakob in Paris’, AFP 1 (1930), 260. Moreover, Louis calls the author: ‘Frater Petrus Barchinonensis’, as 

does the Dominican Albert Castellanus in his chronicle (1504, 1506, and 1516); see R. Creytens, ‘Les écrivains 

dominicains dans la chronique d’Albert de Castello (1516)’, AFP 30 (1960), 275. Quétif and Echard explain this 
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Christianae a Fratre R. editum (see above). According to them the R. is read as a P., and then interpreted as 

Peter. Since we do not know of any Dominican called ‘Peter of Barcelona’ and because of the fact that Louis 



73 

 

argues that the De seta and the Explanatio together form the work(s) against the Qur’an and 

Islam, which the bibliographical tradition ascribes to Raymond Martin. In the following 

section I will summarize his argumentation.  

 

 

 

4. De Seta Machometi / Quadruplex Reprobatio (1250s) 

 

In his introduction to the De seta, and more extensively in two articles he published 

afterwards, Hernando concludes that Raymond must have been the author of the work.
416

 First 

of all he proves that several works attributed to Raymond in historiography, Summa contra el 

Corán (Francisco Diago), Quadruplex reprobatio, Contra Sarracenos (Luis de Valladolid), 

and De origine et progressu et fine Machometi (Ricoldo of Montecroce), are different titles of 

the same work, of which the De seta is one of the existing manuscripts.
417

 After that he 

recapitulates the argumentation by Antoine Dondaine, who concludes that Raymond was very 

likely the author, but that decisive proof is still lacking.
418

 He closes his argumentation with a 

structural and textual comparison between the De seta and the Explanatio and concludes that 

this removes any remaining doubt on Raymond’s authorship of the De seta.
419

  Hernando’s 

proof is very convincing, but in my opinion, still not complete. Therefore I will survey the 

state of the question. First I will summarize the argumentation rendered by Dondaine (taken 

up by Hernando), then I will briefly characterize the structure and content of the De seta, and 

finally I will turn to Hernando’s comparison between the De seta and the Explanatio and 

submit his conclusions.  

Dondaine draws attention to ms. Paris, Bibl. Nat., lat. 4.230, which contains the Contra 

Legem Sarracenorum (ff. 159v-183v) written by Ricoldo of Montecroce (ca. 1243-1320). In 

this manuscript the Contra Legem is preceded by a fragment starting with the words: ‘Another 

way of proceeding against Mohammed and his law, according to brother Raymond the 

Spaniard of the Order of Preacher Friars’ (ff. 151v-159r).
420

 The fragment shows the intention 
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Burgo de Osma, ff. 45r.-60v. Hernando’s article consists of an introduction, transcription, annotation and 
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to demonstrate that Mohammed was not a true prophet. It proves to be an abridged version of 

a work called De origine et progressu et fine Machometi et quadruplici reprobatione 

prophetiae eius (abbreviated: Quadruplex reprobatio).
421

 Five manuscripts of the De 

origine/Quadruplex are extant, of which two bear a different title: De seta Machometi
 
(ms. 

Burgo de Osma) and Tractatus contra Machometum
 
(ms. Rome).

422
 In none of the five 

manuscripts, nor in the two editions, is the authorship ascribed to Raymond the Spaniard or 

Raymond the Barcelonese.
423

 On the contrary, the Strasbourg-edition of the Quadruplex says 

that John of Wales (d. 1285) was the author and the Berlin manuscript (theol. qu. 85) suggests 

the same.
424

 But John of Wales cannot have been the author.  

The main reason to doubt the authorship of John of Wales is that De origine/De seta 

supposes knowledge of Arabic, the Qur’an and Muslim tradition. Nothing proves that John of 

Wales was an orientalist. The statement in ms. Paris B.N., lat. 4230 on Raymond the Spaniard 

casts further doubts on John’s authorship. Raymond Martin, on the other hand, knew Arabic 

and was conversant with the Qur’an and Hadith, as the Explanatio proves. Besides, as we 

have seen, medieval chroniclers ascribed to him several works against Islam (Marsilius), or a 

Contra Alcoranum (Diago), or a Contra Sarracenos (Louis of Valladolid). It is therefore very 

likely, Hernando says with Dondaine, that Raymond was the author of De origine/De seta. 

Dondaine, however, maintains that, as long as we are not certain whether Ricoldo was the 

transmitter of the fragment with the reference to Raymond the Spaniard, the proof is not 

decisive.
425

 There is still another fact that adds to the probability of Raymond’s authorship, 

which Dondaine draws from Mandonnet.
426

 The latter points out that the principal object of 

De origine, that is, to prove that Mohammed was not a true prophet, is also found in a Greek 

opusculum, entitled ‘On judging whether prophets are true or false’.
427

 It is part of a series of 

Greek treatises in which the anonymous author refers repeatedly to his teacher Raymond 

Martin. For Mandonnet this fact proves sufficiently enough that Raymond was the author of 

De origine, Dondaine is still hesitant.  
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Besides being a refutation of the claim that Mohammed was God’s prophet and messenger, 

De origine/De seta also includes two other units: a biography of Mohammed and a refutation 

of the Muslim claim that Jews and Christians corrupted their Holy Scriptures.
428

 The latter 

point concludes the work.
429

 These three units were classical elements in medieval Christian 

anti-Muslim polemic in the Middle East.
430

 The De seta is therefore not a very original work, 

but it is very much to the point, since it counter-attacks two main clusters of criticism 

advanced by medieval Muslim polemicists against Christianity: 1) that Christianity was 

corrupted; 2) that the Bible was falsified, that Muhammad was announced by the biblical 

prophets, and that the Qur’an proves Muhammad is the last prophet and the greatest of all.
431

 

The author of the De seta endeavors to show the opposite.
432

   

The demonstration that Mohammed was not a true prophet covers the first and the fifth to 

ninth section of the work.
433

 These sections provide the reason for one of the titles given to 

the work: Quadruplex reprobatio. In the fifth section the author denies Mohammed the four 

signs of true prophecy which he defines in the first section: a prophet is truthful (verax) and 

virtuous (bonus et virtuosus), he performs miracles, and if he brings a law, it should be a holy 

and a good law, leading people to the cult of the One God and to holiness, harmony and 

peace. According to the author, Mohammed not only lacked these signs, he even operated in a 

contrary manner, making him a false prophet.
434

  

The biography of Mohammed covers the second to fourth and the tenth section.
435

 It should 

be noted that, like the fourfold refutation, this biography fulfils a polemical intention. 
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Hernando remarks that ‘its goal is to compare it with the moral ideal: Jesus.’
436

 Apparently it 

gives the reader objective biographical information based on the Qur’an and Muslim 

tradition,
437

 without referring directly to Jesus (not even in the four signs of true prophecy), 

but the contrast between Mohammed and Jesus is omnipresent. Examples of this are the 

description of the early death of Mohammed’s parents
438

 and the description of Mohammed’s 

final hour.
439

 The biography is obviously a part of a strategy to disparage Mohammed and to 

show Jesus’ superiority. I agree with John Tolan that ‘the purpose is not to understand Islam 

but to vilify it. While this could no doubt evoke nods of approbation from fellow Dominican 

missionaries, it is hard to imagine Muslims being convinced through such an arbitrary and 

hostile selection of Hadîth passages.’
440

 Nevertheless, the author apparently meant the work to 

be used in real debate, as the following quotations show: ‘If a Saracen says […] that the books 

of the New and Old Testaments were corrupted and changed, we will prove [..]’,
441

 or, ‘You 

should argue as follows against the one who objects: […]’
442

  

The last section of the De seta, comprising the refutation of the claim that Jews and 

Christians corrupted their Holy Scriptures, is important for a comparison with the Explanatio. 

A similar refutation is submitted in the second part of the introduction to the Explanatio. 

Hernando shows that the two fragments are nearly identical.
443

 After his restatement of 

Dondaine’s argument that Raymond Martin is most probably, though not certainly, the author 

of the De seta, this textual identity is Hernando’s most important additional argument to settle 

the question. He further observes, that apart from identity there are complementarities 

between the De seta and the Explanation on two levels: (1) polemical strategy and (2) issues 

at stake. As to the first point, Hernando notes that each work operates on a different polemical 

level. The aim of the De seta is to refute the assumed central error of Islam – the authority of 

Mohammed as a prophet and thus the authority of the Qur’an – and to defend the authenticity 

and authority of the biblical revelation. The Explanatio, Hernando states, operates on the next 

level. It is an explanation of Christian doctrine, interspersed with refutations of Islamic 

doctrinal claims or Islamic objections against Christian doctrine. ‘Une fois démontré que 

Mahomet n’a pas été un prophète de Dieu et étant donné l’intégrité et véracité des Ecritures, 

on est en mesure de comprendre les vérités fondamentales du dogme chrétien’
444

  

As to the second point, the issues at stake, Hernando notes that the two works together 

cover the range of differences of opinion between Christianity and Islam: on Mohammed and 
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libros Novi ac Veteris Testamenti fuisse corruptos et inmutatos, nos, auctore Deo, probabimus [...]’  
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 Id., ‘Le “De seta Machometi”’, 360; id., ‘De nuevo’, 106.   
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Jesus, on the authority of the Holy Scriptures, on doctrines, religious laws and praxis. The 

point is illustrated by comparing the passages on the issue of marriage in the De seta and the 

Explanatio.
445

 The De seta confines itself to reproducing Islamic law on this point and states 

the inconvenience of it (contra mandatum divinum, contra legem naturalem et contra 

rationem).
446

 In the Explanatio Christian law is reproduced, followed by a short indication 

and refutation of Islamic law on the point. Hernando concludes that the different purposes of 

these writings explain the differences between them in emphasis and structure of the 

argumentation. But method, style and language are so similar, he says, that the author of the 

Explanatio must also have written the De seta. These works ‘were part of a whole, of a same 

project, but with their proper identity, so that they could be read independently.’
447

 

Hernando’s final conclusion is convincing: The bibliographical tradition until the beginning 

of the sixteenth century attributes an anti-islamic polemical treatise to Raymond Martin. This 

corresponds to his biographical facts. The Latin medieval polemical works against Islam 

mentioned in tradition (Summa contra el Corán, Contra Saracenos, De origine et progressu 

et fine Machometi et quadruplici reprobatione prophetae eius, Tractatus contra 

Machometum, De seta Machometi) prove to be different titles of one work. Some of these 

titles were attributed to Raymond. The content of the De seta and the Explanatio form two 

parts of a whole, of one work against Islam covering all the points of discussion between 

Christianity and Islam in medieval polemics. These two works display much similarity in 

style and language. Given these facts and the fact that Raymond Martin is the author of the 

Explanatio, the reasonable conclusion is that he is almost certainly the author of the De seta.     

One important element lacks in Hernando’s research: a detailed analysis and comparison of 

language and style of the De seta and the Explanatio. In my opinion this is indispensible in 

order to definitively settle the question whether these works are written by the same author. 

Moreover, a thorough examination of possible Arabic antecedents of the Explanatio and the 

De seta would shed more light on his early authorship and the literature produced and used in 

a Dominican studium arabicum.
448
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5. Works Ascribed to Raymond Martin 

 

Vocabulista in Arabico 

The Vocabulista is an anonymous thirteenth-century Arabic-Latin/Latin-Arabic dictionary.
449

 

The work was composed in the second half of the thirteenth century, probably in Eastern 

Spain.
450

 It may have had several groups of adressees in mind: ‘Arabic would have been 

useful to so many Europeans operating in the western Mediterranean at this time – 

missionaries, scholars and merchants.’
451

 An interesting fact for our purpose is that the 

dictionary includes a dialogue between a Christian friar and a Muslim and that the Muslim 

calls his interlocutor Raymond Martin: ‘O you, who are called by name Raymond and by 

surname Martin’.
452

 That is why the Vocabulista was attributed to Raymond.
453

 Berthier, 

however, notes rightly that the presence of Raymond’s name in this dialogue says nothing 

about the authorship of the dictionary, but only at the most something about the author’s 

respect for Raymond. It underlines his status and authority. The dictionary may be the fruit of 

collaboration between a friar and a Muslim, the author being a former student or assistant of 

Raymond’s or a fellow-worker.
454

 It is certainly possible that Raymond was the author of the 

Vocabulista. Beside him we do not know of many other thirteenth-century Arabists who could 

have written it.
455

     

The dialogue is about the excellence of the Arabic language and the divine character of the 

Qur’an. The Muslim defends the claims and Raymond denies them. The issue reminds us of 

another dialogue between a Muslim and a Christian, recounted by Ibn Rashiq, a Muslim from 

Ceuta. Ibn Rashiq tells us that when he was a teenager in Murcia and assisting his father as a 

scribe of notarial acts, he was once asked to be a witness for a client who needed to make an 

oath in a legal process he had been running against a Christian. They were directed to the 

small convent in the city where friars dedicated themselves to the study of Islam and Muslim 

sciences. One of the friars, coming from Marakesh, called the youngster and started a 

conversation with him on the Muslim claim of the infallibility of the Qur’an. Fernando de la 

Granja, who rendered a Spanish translation of the Arabic Murcian dialogue and wrote an 

introduction to it, poses the question of whether Raymond Martin may have been the friar 

involved.
456

 Since he dates the Murcian event between 1243 and 1263,
457

 he admits the 
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possibility. At the same time he does not believe that Raymond could have been in Murcia, 

having been sent to the studium arabicum, which he situates in Tunis.
458

 

I agree with De la Granja that the question cannot be answered affirmatively, but not 

because Raymond is supposed to be in Tunis. If we situate him there, why should we assume 

that his stay could not have been interrupted? Dominicans travelled a lot in the thirteenth 

century. They went where the order needed them. If Raymond became an authoritative 

preacher and Arabist during the 1250s, we can safely assume that he shared his knowledge 

with fellow friars in several places. So why not Murcia? There are better reasons obliging us 

not to connect Raymond Martin too easily with the Murcian dialogue. First there is the simple 

fact that he is not from Marakesh but from Subirats,
459

 although we should not exclude that 

Ibn Rashiq was informed wrongly on this point. And it is very well possible that Raymond 

visited Marakesh. Perhaps more convincing is the simple observation that there would have 

been several Dominican friars able and interested to discuss the infallibility of the Qur’an. 

Raymond may have written polemics against Islam and have been a specialist in the field, but 

this does not mean that he was an exclusive case. The studia arabica were established 

precisely with the intention of precluding exclusivist knowledge and to create a corps of 

specialists able to instruct Christians on the errors of Islam and to enter into discussion with 

Muslims. 

 

 

De erroribus philosophorum 

The De erroribus philosophorum Aristotelis, Averrois, Avicennae, Algazelis, Alkindi et Rabbi 

Moysis
460

 is an important work in the Church’s struggle against the influence of new 

philosophical teachings in the Latin West. It is a survey of teachings which the author 

assumes to be contrary to the Christian faith. Compilations of the teachings condemned in 

Paris and Oxford in 1240, 1270, 1277, and 1284 often include the De erroribus, or excerpts 

from it. It explains the large number of manuscripts of the work. The De erroribus were 

printed twice, in Vienne (1482) and Venice (1581), both times under the name of Giles of 

Rome (ca. 1243-1316).
461

 The Venice edition, which contains many errors, goes together with 

Giles’ commentary on the second book of Peter Lombard’s Sentences. It is this text of the De 

erroribus which Antonio Possevino copied in his Bibliotheca selecta.
462

 Mandonnet published 

the De erroribus (the chapters on Aristotle and Averroes) in the first edition of his work on 

Siger of Brabant. In the revised second edition, the entire work, except Chapter 7, which is a 

summary of the errors of Avicenna, is included.
463

  

The attribution of the work to Giles of Rome is not questioned until Mandonnet argues 

against it. He suggests seeking the author among the Spanish Dominican contemporaries of 

Giles and mentions Raymond Martin, although he admits immediately that some details seem 
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to oppose Raymond’s authorship.
464

 Although Mandonnet’s thesis was initially accepted, his 

arguments have been dismissed and new proofs provided for the authorship of Giles.
465

 Today 

no scholar would argue that Raymond could be the author of the De erroribus. There are 

decisive reasons against his authorship. First, the author of the De erroribus accuses Averroës 

of denying that God has knowledge of the singularia, whereas Raymond adduces in his 

treatise on the subject a quotation from Averroës which reveals the opposite.
466

 Second, the 

author of the De erroribus attributes to al-Ghazali a series of nineteen errors. He bases his 

argument on the Maqasid al-Falasifa (‘Intentions of the Philosophers’). But the Maqasid is an 

introductory work on logic, metaphysics, and physics, in which al-Ghazali summarizes the 

philosophical positions of, in particular, Aristotle, al-Farabi, and Ibn Sina (Avicenna). In his 

next work, the Tahafut al-Falasifa (‘Incoherence of the Philosophers’), he refutes their 

errors.
467

 Neither the Tahafut, nor al-Ghazali’s introduction to the Maqasid, in which he 

informs the reader of the intention of the work and its preparatory status in relation to the 

Tahafut, were known in the West in the thirteenth century; only the Maqasid itself was 

known.
468

 Therefore, people started to perceive al-Ghazali as a follower and ‘abbreviator’ of 

Avicenna, whom he indeed summarizes very eloquently in the Maqasid. They held him as a 

propagator of philosophic ideas that he in fact partly rejected (in the Tahafut).
469

 Well versed 

in Muslim philosophy as he was, Raymond Martin knew better. He quotes the Tahafut in the 

first part of the Pugio, translating the title as Liber praecipicii vel ruina philosophorum.
470

 

And thus he cannot have been the author of the De erroribus, a claim which obviously 

belongs to an example of the Western misconception with regard to al-Ghazali. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

 

SOURCES OF THE PUGIO FIDEI: 

AQUINAS, THE RABBIS, AND THE QUR’AN 

 

 

 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine three source fields characteristic of the Pugio: 

quotations from Thomas Aquinas, rabbinic sources, and Arabic sources. I do not aim to 

survey these sources here. To a great extent, others have already done this. It is my intention 

to approach each of these source fields from a specific question which bears relevance to 

research into the work of Raymond Martin.
471

 But before discussing these fields it should be 

noted first that the most important source in the Pugio, more important even than rabbinic 

literature, is Hebrew Scripture.
472

 In Raymond’s anti-Jewish writings, Hebrew Scripture is the 

main auctoritas, as I will argue in Part Two. Because of the chosen apologetic method the 

New Testament is only scarcely cited and the same holds for Christian theologians and other 

sources from Christian tradition. They are only adduced when Raymond considers it to be 

useful for his Christian readers to anchor a conclusion he already established by evidence 

from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature. Part One of the Pugio is the exception, but that 

is due to Raymond’s method as well: he quotes Thomas Aquinas (though not by name) and 

many (mainly Arabic) philosophers, since he is in discussion with philosophy there and not 

with Judaism.      

 

Thomas Aquinas: In the previous chapter I brought forward a few reasons why Raymond 

decided to quote Thomas Aquinas so extensively in the first part of the Pugio. From the 

beginning of the twentieth century, there was a discussion among scholars on whether it was 

really Raymond who quoted Thomas, or whether it was vice versa. On good grounds it was 

concluded that Raymond quoted Thomas, with one exception: Petrus Marc maintained that in 

the Summa contra gentiles Thomas quoted Raymond’s Capistrum. For Marc this was an 

important argument for proposing a later dating of the Contra gentiles: not the usual dating 

between 1258 and 1265 but after 1268, the year that Raymond was working on the first 

version of the Capistrum. I will present the current views regarding the textual parallels 

between Thomas and Raymond and reconsider the validity of Marc’s conclusions on this 

point.
473
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Rabbinic sources: Another traditional discussion with regard to the Pugio concerned the 

accusation that Raymond was a forger. Some scholars argued that he distorted his quotations 

from rabbinic literature, even invented some of them, with the purpose of misleading his 

(Jewish or Christian) audience. It has been sufficiently proven that the accusation was unjust. 

On the contrary, measured by the standards of his time, Raymond’s way of quoting was 

accurate. The conclusion is important to the source research within medieval Jewish studies: 

If Raymond’s quotations from rabbinic literature are reliable they offer opportunities to detect 

text variants within the rabbinic corpus, or even unknown passages. My survey of the 

discussion concerning the accusation that Raymond was a forger, constituting the second 

section of this chapter, will make clear that further research into the manuscript traditions of 

the Capistrum and the Pugio might produce interesting findings for the field of medieval 

rabbinics. 

 

Arabic sources: In the previous chapters I mentioned Raymond’s use of Arabic philosophy in 

his ‘Arabic’ and ‘Jewish’ works. This aspect of his work has been studied rather extensively 

in different publications by different authors. Recently, Ryan Szpiech added to the topic in his 

publication about the Arabic quotations in Hebrew characters in the Pugio, which, 

surprisingly, form the only example of quotations in Arabic in Raymond’s work.
474

 Szpiech 

examines these quotations and considers the rhetorical strategy behind them. My focus in the 

third section of this chapter is on Raymond’s use of religious Arabic texts as well, and the 

question I pose is similar. A fact that surprised me in Raymond’s work is his use of Qur’anic 

(and hadith) texts in the discussion with Jews, which happens a few times in the Capistrum as 

well as in the Pugio. After describing some examples, I will try to explain the apologetic 

reasons lying behind this approach. This section forms the transition to the next part of my 

study, in which I will enter upon Raymond’s apologetic and missionary method.    

 

 

 

1. Parallels between Thomas Aquinas and Raymond Martin  

 

Gauthier’s dating of the Summa contra gentiles (1258-1265) bore the test of criticism.
475

 

Nevertheless Petrus Marc proposed a completely different estimation. In his lengthy 

introduction to the Marietti-edition of the Contra gentiles he argues that Thomas started it 

only in his second Parisian regency (1269-1272).
476

 An essential part of his thesis is the 

argumentation that the sixth chapter of the Contra gentiles contains a long quotation from the 

Capistrum Iudaeorum, which, as we saw, was written around 1267.
477

 This part of Marc’s 

argumentation got hardly any attention from adherents of the earlier dating, including 

Gauthier himself. This brings us to the interesting question of the parallel texts in the writings 

of Thomas and Raymond. If Marc really is right that Thomas quoted Raymond’s Capistrum, 

the conclusion must be that the Contra gentiles received an important redaction at the end of 

the 1260s, perhaps at the beginning of the 1270s.  

The work of Raymond Martin shows literal parallels with the Contra gentiles in three 

places. Part One of the Pugio contains many parallels with the Contra gentiles; Part III-III, 

Chapter 5 of the Pugio has a long parallel with a passage from Contra gentiles IV, Chapter 

41; and the Capistrum’s Ratio 7, Sections 19-22, contain some parallels with Contra gentiles 
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I, Chapter 6.
478

 These parallel texts raise a few questions. First, why are there so many 

parallels between the first part of the Pugio and the Contra gentiles, whereas in Parts Two 

and Three of the Pugio there is only one such parallel? Second, who quoted whom and what 

does that mean for the dating of the Contra gentiles? And third, what kind of exchange 

process lies at the root of these parallel texts? Several scholars have been intrigued by these 

questions. I will focus in particular on the research done by Miguel Asín Palacios, Petrus 

Marc, and Laureano Robles Carcedo. The first opened the discussion at the beginning of the 

twentieth century by presenting the radical new view that it was not Raymond who quoted 

Thomas but vice versa. The second presented a new and surprising thesis on the dating of the 

Summa contra gentiles, using the parallel passages between the Capistrum Iudaeorum and the 

Contra gentiles as important evidence. And the third summarized the state of the question in 

the 1970s and did valuable additional research on the matter. Since the 1970s no serious study 

on the parallel texts has appeared.  

 

 

Who quoted whom? The Summa contra gentiles and Part One of the Pugio   

Initial groundbreaking research on the parallel texts was done by the famous Arabist Miguel 

Asín Palacios, being part of his article on the relationship between Thomas Aquinas and Ibn 

Rushd concerning their views on the relationship between faith and reason.
479

 The article was 

pioneering, as was the author’s thesis that Raymond Martin transmitted passages by Ibn 

Rushd to Thomas Aquinas. According to Asín Palacios, Thomas copied them from the 

Pugio,
480

 a surprising conclusion as the main part of the Pugio was believed to be written 

after Thomas’s death and more than a decade after the commonly accepted dates of 

composition of the Summa contra gentiles (1258-1265).
481

 Asín Palacios brings forward the 

argument that Raymond mentioned the year 1278 only in the second part of the Pugio.
482

 He 

maintains that Part One must have been written earlier, that is, somewhere in the 1250s, a 

period in which Raymond was intensely occupied with Islam and Muslim philosophy. He 

adduces three arguments for Thomas’s dependence on Raymond.
483

 First, it would be strange 

to assume that Raymond depended on Thomas in a field that was his speciality (Muslim 

philosophy, e.g. Ibn Rushd). Second, the way in which Raymond treats the subject of the One 

Intellect suggests that the first part of the Pugio was composed in the 1250s: Raymond 

presents the subject of the One Intellect mainly through a translation of a passage from Ibn 

Rushd and he treats the theme rather incidentally, that is, in the last sections of a chapter on 

the eternity of the world.
484

 Asín Palacios holds that such a treatment of the subject would 

have been impossible in the 1260s and 1270s, when it became the subject of heated 

discussions with Averroists.
485

 Third, although it was not customary in those times to quote 
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contemporaries by name, the names of Albert and Thomas were usually mentioned by 

contemporaries. However, notwithstanding all those parallels with the Contra gentiles in Part 

One of the Pugio, Raymond does not mention Thomas one single time by name.
486

 So Asin 

Palacios thinks that it was Thomas who quoted Raymond in the Contra gentiles.  

Attacks on Asín Palacios’ thesis soon followed.
487

 The whole discussion was summarized 

by Laureano Robles Carcedo. He decides that only detailed study of the parallel texts, in their 

similarities and differences, can lead to a balanced thesis on the question. On the way to such 

a thesis, he provides a list of all the parallels between Part One of the Pugio and the Contra 

gentiles (and a few places in the Summa theologiae), an analysis of the differences between 

these parallels, and, finally, a working hypothesis on the relation between Raymond and the 

Contra gentiles.
488

 I will summarize his conclusions here. Robles Carcedo observes that, 

generally, Raymond’s texts are longer than those of Thomas. In most of the cases this is 

either due to the fact that Raymond identifies the origin of sources not revealed by Thomas or 

that Raymond adduces additional sources to further corroborate Thomas’s arguments. For the 

rest, the texts are literally almost the same. This observation makes it rather obvious that 

Raymond quoted Thomas, and that, where he could, he specified unidentified sources and 

underpinned Thomas’s arguments by adducing quotations from several Arabic 

philosophers.
489

 The procedure concurs entirely with Raymond’s way of working. All his 

writings show a scrupulous dealing with sources and a pleasure in adducing many. It is even 

more important that the procedure fits entirely with the specific purpose of Part One of the 

Pugio: Raymond wanted to refute the errors of philosophy through philosophy itself. Since 

many philosophers of his time were adopting new philosophical ideas derived from Arabic 

philosophy, particularly from Ibn Rushd, Raymond tries to show that in several cases their 

ideas do not correspond with real formulations of Arabic philosophers but are based on wrong 

readings. So he extends Thomas’s work in order to show that Arabic philosophy and the 

Arabic interpretation of Aristotle do not necessarily contradict Christian doctrine.  

Though Robles Carcedo thinks that Raymond quoted Thomas and not vice versa,
490

 he 

admits the possibility that it was initially Raymond, in the 1250s (when he studied Arabic 
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philosophy and Qur’an), who provided Thomas with doctrines and ideas found in Arabic and 

Hebrew literature. Robles Carcedo makes an important remark on the Dominican process of 

transmission of sources: ‘The large works of Thomas Aquinas are not exclusively his own. 

They are the fruit of a group of men who worked together, passing notes to one another, 

facilitating others with facts.’
491

 In such a process, the exact relation between parallel texts 

and the priority of one over the other is hard to determine. Raymond and Thomas may have 

exchanged facts and texts during many years, the last stage of which was, then, Raymond 

quoting and amplifying passages from the Contra gentiles in the Pugio. In any case, it makes 

clear that the Contra gentiles very soon circulated among the Catalan Dominicans, making 

Raymond one of the first to employ Thomas Aquinas’s writings.
492

  

The validity of Robles Carcedo’s conclusions can be easily tested by submitting an 

example of a parallel text between the Contra gentiles and the Pugio. I have chosen the 

parallel PF I, c. 2, n. 4 and parts of ScG I, c. 13, and submitted it as Text 1 in Appendix Two. 

The passage is intended to prove God’s existence through the Aristotelian argument of the 

prime mover. It shows how Raymond starts by quoting Thomas’s reproduction of Aristotle’s 

argument very literally, then leaves out the rest of the argument for the reason of brevity, and 

ends with adducing al-Ghazali and Ibn Rushd, showing how their statements correspond to 

the adduced Aristotelian argument.  

Now, Asin Palacios brought forward three reasons for his statement that it was Thomas 

who quoted from the first part of the Pugio and not vice versa. On the basis of the parallel 

text I will show that these reasons cannot stand. One of Asín Palacios’s main arguments is 

that Raymond could not have been dependent on Thomas in a field in which he himself was 

the specialist, namely Arabic philosophy. The statement is correct, but the conclusion is not. 

Our example in Appendix Two shows that the main differences between the majority of these 

parallel texts are quotations from Arabic philosophers in Raymond’s text.
493

 It is rather 

unlikely that Thomas quoted Raymond but left out these quotations. The opposite is more 

conceivable, namely that precisely because of Raymond’s expertise in the field of Arabic 

philosophy, he felt the need to corroborate the arguments he took from Thomas with 

quotations from Arabic philosophy.
494

 

Asin Palacios holds further that Raymond’s treatment of the theme of the One 

Intellect/Soul was too shallow to be a product of the 1270s.
495

 His statement, however, that 

Raymond treats the subject mainly through a quotation of Ibn Rushd is not correct. The 

argumentation at the end of the Pugio I, c. 12 contains much more than this. Raymond 

dedicates four sections to the subject.
496

 These are preceded by ten sections with arguments 

and contra-arguments, drawn from the Contra gentiles II, c. 38, entitled: ‘Arguments with 

which some attempt is made to show that the world is not eternal’.
497

 The chapter starts by 

listing six arguments.
498

 Thomas endeavours to show that none of these is conclusive; that 

they have at most probabilitas.
499

 The sixth argument regards the human soul. Thomas says 

that this argument is not very useful, since adherents of the theory on the eternity of the world 
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hold different theories on the soul. Some state that with human death the soul will die; some 

that all souls perish and only one separate Intellect remains; some believe in reincarnation. 

This statement is quoted by Raymond at the end of c. 12, after he has treated the Platonic-

Averroistic idea of One Soul/Intellect in the sections 11-14. 

These four sections on the One Soul/Intellect are a compilation of diverse materials. 

Section 11 consists of two long quotations, one from al-Ghazali’s Tahafut al-Falasifa (Lat. 

De ruina philosophorum) and one from Ibn Rushd’s Tahafut al-Tahafut (Lat. Destructio 

destructionis) his contra-criticism on al-Ghazali in which he defends the philosophers’ view, 

in this case Plato’s.
500

 In the text by al-Ghazali the Platonic idea of the One Soul (anima 

antiqua et tantum una, quae quidem dividitur in diversa corpora) is challenged,
501

 while it is 

defended by Ibn Rushd in his quotation. Section 12 then is, as it seems, Raymond’s own 

refutation of Ibn Rushd through four rationes, but Ribes shows that Raymond is here quoting  

his teacher Albert the Great.
502

 Section 13 starts with a quotation from the Contra gentiles II, 

c. 81, followed by a passage which again seems to be Raymond’s own but may very well be a 

quotation from Thomas or Albert as well. Section 14 returns to the Contra gentiles II, 38, 

from which the sections 1-10 were quotations as well.  

So, unlike Asin Palacios’ suggestion, there is much more than only the quotation from Ibn 

Rushd. There is also Plato, al-Ghazali, Thomas, Albert, and a conclusion which I assume to 

be Raymond’s own. The sections 11-14 of c. 12, thus, form a brief but coherent treatise on the 

Averroistic error of the One Soul/Intellect. There is no reason to suppose that it cannot have 

been produced in the 1270s. It concurs entirely with the intellectual climate of the 1270s, 

when Churchmen were setting limits for philosophical ideas circulating among Latin 

followers of Ibn Rushd and when theologians, like Albert and Thomas, and obviously also 

Raymond, were occupied with refuting those ideas. 

Finally, according to Asin Palacios, Thomas’s authority was fairly settled in the 1270s, so 

that quoting him without mentioning his name was unusual. But reading the Pugio III-III, 

Chapter 5 simply proves that he is wrong. We find several passages there that are without any 

doubt quotations from Thomas and nonetheless do not mention Thomas. So Raymond simply 

quoted Thomas without informing his reader he was doing so. He did the same throughout the 

first part of the Pugio, as he did when quoting his teacher Albert the Great without 

mentioning his name.
503

  

  

 

The Summa contra gentiles and Part Three of the Pugio 

In strong contrast to the first, ‘philosophical’ part of the Pugio, which relies heavily on the 

Contra gentiles, the anti-Jewish parts of the Pugio (II and III) contain only one obvious 

parallel with the Contra gentiles. It is found in III-III, c. 5, n. 6, which covers Raymond’s 

defence of the Incarnation against several Jewish objections.
504

 Is it not strange that Part One 

of the Pugio contains so many passages from the Contra gentiles and Part Two and Three 
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hardly any? For Part Two certainly not, because this was an adaptation of the Capistrum 

Iudaeorum, a work written before the Contra gentiles.
505

 Things are different for Part Three. 

This was a new composition. If Raymond quoted the Contra gentiles so abundantly in Part 

One, why not in Part Three? Was it perhaps written before Part One, before Thomas finished 

the Contra gentiles? It could not have been, because III-III, c. 5, n. 6, the only parallel text 

between Part Three of the Pugio and the Contra gentiles, shows that Raymond quoted 

Thomas and not vice versa. It contains a set of refutations of objections to the Incarnation. 

Those of the second, third, and fourth objection, as well as the concluding, follow verbatim 

fragments from Thomas’s Scriptum on Lombard’s Sentences. A part of Raymond’s response 

to the third objection is taken from Part IV, c. 41 of the Contra gentiles.
506

 There is little 

reason to doubt that Raymond quoted from Thomas here, because it seems unlikely that in the 

middle of a range of quotations from the Scriptum, there would suddenly appear an original 

part by Raymond which Thomas, in his turn, then quoted in the Contra gentiles. 

The question of why there are so many quotations in Part One and so few in Part Three is 

difficult to answer. Apologetic considerations may have been the cause for abundant 

quotation of the Contra gentiles in Part One. As I noted in Chapter Two, Raymond probably 

started the Pugio shortly after Thomas’s death in 1274. Some of the arguments which Thomas 

brought forward against the Averroists had become controversial. Since Averroistic 

philosophical positions were part of Raymond’s refutation in Part One of the Pugio, he would 

have read the arguments put forward by Thomas in the Contra gentiles closely. This may 

have induced him to quote the Contra gentiles extensively on these topics. Sparse quotation 

of the Contra gentiles in Part Three may be due to the fact that arguments against the Jews 

are almost completely absent in the Contra gentiles.
507

  

I will subject the parallel PF III-III, c. 5, n. 6 – ScG IV, c. 41 to a detailed comparison. This 

may provide us with additional information on the way Raymond quoted Thomas and thus 

shed further light on the parallel texts in the Contra gentiles and Part One of the Pugio. A 

quick glance at the parallel texts in Contra gentiles IV, c. 41 and Pugio III-III, c. 5 (see 

Appendix Two, text 2) reveals one fact immediately: Three of the five elements (a, c, d) are 

longer in Raymond’s text; one (b) is longer in that of Thomas. What are the reasons for this? 

Why did Raymond change Thomas’s text? Apart from small, insignificant word variants, 

such as ergo instead of igitur, verum instead of sed, Aristoteles instead of Philosophus, B. 

Athanasius instead of Athanasius, etc., the main differences between the texts can be 

classified as follows: 1) omission of a side-step in the argumentation; 2) additional sources; 3) 

additional examples; 4) substitution of quotations from the New Testament by other 

quotations; 5) clarifications, especially by synonyms; 6) more fundamental clarifications. I 

will give an example of each type.  

 

 

1. Omission 

There is only one example of Raymond’s omitting a fragment without filling the gap. After 

Thomas has stated that there is nothing so like the union of the divine and human nature in 

Christ as the union of the human soul and body, he says that the likeness would have been 

even greater had there been one intellect in all men, which, to be sure, and contrary to the 

claim of some who have said that this is indeed the case, there is not. But if there had been a 

pre-existing intellect which, each time it was united to a human nature a new person were 

created, this would, according to Thomas, have been a proper likeness to the union of the 
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divine Word to Christ’s human nature. Raymond drops this hypothetical similarity (see b). 

Why? Perhaps in order not to be suspected of Averroistic ideas. The use of such a hypothesis 

could possible lead people to think that it had some plausibility. In the previous chapter I 

situated the first part of the Pugio within the discussion with Averroism. Such a context might 

explain Raymond’s decision to drop this part of Thomas’s text.  

 

2. Additional sources 

When Thomas mentions that the rational soul is united to the body both as to matter and as to 

an instrument and states that this cannot be a likeness of the mode of union between God and 

man in Christ, for then Christ would have had one nature since matter and form establish the 

nature of a species, Raymond adds a quotation from Aristotle which says that the soul is the 

form of the body (see the beginning of c).
508

  

 

3. Additional examples 

Thomas gives a few examples of how Christ’s human nature, because it was assumed by 

divine nature, could perform things which are proper to God alone: purgation of sins, 

illumination of minds by grace, leading into the perfection of eternal life. Raymond adduces: 

justification of sinners, and redemption of people in this world (see the end of d). When 

Thomas concludes that the human nature of Christ is compared to God as a proper and 

conjoined instrument, he draws an analogy with the nature of the human hand compared to 

the soul. In adding ‘or the tongue, or something comparable’ (see ibid.), Raymond refers 

again to the text: the tongue as the proper instrument of human speech and intellect is 

mentioned by Thomas one sentence later.  

 

4. Substitution of quotations from the New Testament 

For Raymond it is not an option to use passages from the New Testament, since he is engaged 

in refuting Jewish objections. Thus, on the two occasions on which Thomas refers to the New 

Testament, Raymond puts forward alternative authorities. In one case he adduces Aristotle 

(see b), in another, a passage from the second book of Samuel together with a gloss by Rashi 

(see d).  

 

5. Appositions, particularly with synonyms 

Throughout the Pugio and the Capistrum, Raymond uses a lot of appositions. It is the mark of 

the missionary to be always looking for new words and concepts to explain the Christian 

faith. So, for example, when Thomas uses the expression ‘Word of God’, Raymond, 

particularly at the beginning of the text, adds alternative expressions: Wisdom of God, Power 

of God, Son of God, ‘vel quocunque modo ipsum vocari’ (see a). Other examples of the habit 

of adducing synonyms are ‘unio, sive coniunctio’ (b), ‘organum, sive instrumentum’ (d). 

Other small additions in the text, also for the purpose of clarification, are: ‘unio animae 

rationalis et corporis’ (Raymond) instead of ‘unio animae ad corpus’ (Thomas) (see b), or, 

changing ‘et Verbum Dei vere sit homo’ (Thomas) into ‘et Verbum Dei (…) vere sit homo, 

absque aliqua sui mutatione, et vere Messias filius Adae, Abrahae, et Davidis’ (Raymond) 

(see a).  

 

6. Other clarifications 

The adduction of ‘vere Messias filius Adae, Abrahae, et Davidis’ in the previous example 

clearly belongs to Raymond’s language of apologetics towards Judaism. It influences the 

content of the argument but it is not meant to change it. The following addition is not meant 
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to correct Thomas either, but is an important clarification, at least from Raymond’s point of 

view. In two places in the text, Raymond adds the word credere, ‘believe’ (see a and f). In the 

first case the adduction is nothing remarkable and is simply part of Raymond’s introduction 

of the Christian doctrine and his discourse on the union of divinity and humanity in Christ. 

The second case seems to be more of a correction. Where Thomas argues that ‘one should 

understand that the Word of God was able to be much more sublimely and more intimately 

united to human nature than is the soul to its very own instrument of whatever sort, especially 

since He is said to be united to the entire human nature with the intellect as medium’, 

Raymond starts with ‘one should believe and understand (etc).’  

 

My conclusion is that Raymond’s text is a rather precise reproduction of Thomas’s. Three 

kinds of difference (4, 5, and 6) can be explained by the missionary-apologetic context of 

Raymond’s text; two (2 and 3) can be explained by Raymond’s personal inclination to add 

sources or examples; and one (1) can probably be explained by Raymond’s caution with 

respect to Averroism. These conclusions will be considered further in the following 

subsection, which enters upon the question of whether Petrus Marc, writing in the 1960s, was 

right in assuming that Thomas quoted from Raymond’s Capistrum Iudaeorum.  

 

 

Who quoted whom? The Capistrum and the Summa contra gentiles  

Petrus Marc’s interest in Raymond Martin has been mentioned a few times in the previous 

chapters. Marc assumes Raymond to have travelled to Paris at the end of the 1260s to request 

Thomas Aquinas on behalf of Raymond of Peñafort to write a summa against the errors of 

different groups of non-Christians. According to Marc, among the many sources Thomas 

used for this summa was Raymond’s Capistrum Iudaeorum, which was completed around 

1267. Marc argues that when, in Chapter 6 of the Contra gentiles, Thomas contrasts 

Muhammed’s ways to the miracles performed by Christ, he quotes from Ratio 7 of the 

Capistrum Iudaeorum. All this contributes to his main thesis that the Contra gentiles was 

composed during Thomas’s second Parisian magisterium (1268-1272).  

This thesis, on which Marc worked for many years before it finally appeared in 1967, was 

at odds with the conclusions of other experts. A dating of the Contra gentiles between 1258 

(the last year of Thomas’s first magisterium in Paris) and 1265 (before his departure to Rome 

in September of that year) had been proposed convincingly by Gauthier in 1961.
509

 Gauthier’s 

dating became authoritative and is still dominant.
510

 Marc’s thesis was much criticized and 

has found hardly any support among scholars specialized in Aquinas.
511

 It lies far beyond the 

scope of this research to (re-)evaluate it entirely. It is based on an extensive and detailed 

analysis of the Contra gentiles, its sources, the historical facts related to it, and the results of 

much previous research on the subject. But since the parallel texts in the Capistrum and the 

Contra gentiles constitute an important element of Marc’s argumentation, this part of his 

thesis deserves attention here. If Marc proves to be right and Thomas indeed quoted the 

Capistrum, then there is at least one problem with Gauthier’s theory that the Contra gentiles 
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was finished before Thomas’s departure from Orvieto to Rome in September, 1265.
512

 The 

parallels between Chapter I, 6 in the Contra gentiles and Ratio 7, ns. 19-22 of the Capistrum 

are too long to be ‘disposed of as small corrections and modifications’, to use Torrell’s 

words.
513

 They cover an entire chapter in the Contra gentiles and constitute an important 

argument which seeks to prove the truth of Christianity over against Islam.  

In spite of what Torrell suggests, Marc was not the only one who proposed a later dating of 

the Contra gentiles. Robles Carcedo held that the composition of the work took Thomas more 

than a decade.
514

 According to him it was written in different stages. He agrees with Gauthier 

that it was started during Thomas’s first magisterium in Paris, but argues that it continued 

evolving until the late 1260s and that Thomas was still working on it even in Naples (1272-

1273). Robles Carcedo’s view opens a way of integrating the facts provided by Marc’s 

indicating a late composition with the traditional chronology (1258-1265) defended by 

Gauthier et al.
515

  

For Robles Carcedo, and also Gauthier, the terminus a quo of the Contra gentiles is given 

by the fact that the oldest manuscript contains autographic parts and that Thomas’s 

autographs belong to the first epoch of his university career.
516

 Gauthier has a strong 

additional argument. He notes that the first chapters of the work were written on the same 

parchment and with the same Parisian ink as Thomas’s commentary on Boethius’ De 

Trinitate.
517

 There is also the testimony of Anthony of Brixia during the process of Thomas’s 

canonization. It confirms that Thomas worked on the Contra gentiles in his first Parisian 

period.
518

 As to the terminus ad quem of the work, Robles Carcedo differs with Gauthier and 

agrees with Marc. According to Marc and Robles Carcedo, internal textual evidence – and not 

only of the category of corrections and small modifications – shows that Thomas was still 

occupied with the work during the second half of the 1260s. They advance, for example, the 

argument that Thomas quoted directly from a translation of Themistius, which was finished 

by William of Moerbeke only in 1267.
519

 Other, similar arguments are adduced in favour of a 

late completion,
520

 among which the quotation from the Capistrum, an argument strangely 

enough not mentioned by Robles Carcedo.  

But is Marc right? Did Thomas really quote from the Capistrum? Is Chapter I, 6 of the 

Contra gentiles indeed a quotation from certain sections of the seventh Ratio of the 

Capistrum? My examination of these parallel texts shows that only very few of Marc’s 

arguments concerning this point are valid. Several points indicate the opposite direction. In 

my opinion it is very unlikely that Thomas quoted the Capistrum. The parallel texts involved 
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are: 1) Capistrum I, Ratio 7, ns. 19-21 versus the first part of the Contra gentiles I, Chapter 6; 

2) Capistrum I, Ratio 7, n. 22 versus the second part of Contra gentiles I, Chapter 6. I have 

included these two parallels as text 3 and 4 in Appendix Two.
521

 In the following I will 

evaluate Marc’s argumentation.  

After having observed that the two parallel texts have a different setting, which explains 

some basic differences between them, Marc brings forward what seems to be his strongest 

argument that Raymond’s text is prior: In the first set of parallel texts, a reversion of two 

elements can be observed. The last two elements (d and e) have been reversed. The second set 

of parallel texts also shows some drastic adaptations: parts of element (b) in Raymond’s text 

are found in (e) in the text by Thomas. Marc argues that these changes are a clear sign that 

Thomas quoted Raymond. Thomas regularly mutated and adapted his quotations, he states.
522

 

He points out that mutations of this kind are lacking in the parallel texts from the first part of 

the Pugio and the Summa contra gentiles. The differences there consist mainly of Raymond’s 

identification of sources, and his adduction of additional sources. Reversions of elements 

simply do not occur there. This indicates, according to Marc, that Thomas quoted the 

Capistrum and that in the Pugio Raymond, who apparently had a more docile way of quoting, 

drew from the Contra gentiles. At first sight this argument seems valid. But it should be noted 

that this is the only reversion within this long parallel. It may be the exception to the rule. Or 

Raymond may have used a different version of the text. To use this reversion as an argument 

for the thesis that Thomas quoted Raymond is not very strong in my opinion.  

Another one of Marc’s arguments is equally invalid. He observes rightly that the text by 

Thomas in relation to its parallel in the Capistrum not only tends to be shorter but also more 

dense. An example will show this.
523

  
 

[It was] not by the violent assault of arms or the promise of or license to pleasures, but by disciples 

of Christ who were fomerly rude and simple men, against the unheard-of tyranny of persecutors 

from the whole world, gentiles as well as Jews, (that) an innumerable throng of people, both simple 

and most learned [...] were passionately converted to the faith of the Lord Jesus. (Raymond)  

 

[It was] not by the violent assault of arms or the promise of pleasures, and, what is most wonderful 

of all, in the midst of the tyranny of the persecutors, that an innumerable throng of people, both 

simple and most learned, flocked to the Christian faith. (Thomas)  

 

Certainly, Thomas’s text is the more dense and Raymond’s the more flowery. Compare 

Raymond’s ‘were passionately converted to the faith of the Lord Jesus’ to Thomas’s ‘flocked 

to the Christian faith’. A further significant difference is that the text by Thomas is more 

general: it does not mention the disciples of Christ and their original simplicity, and it lacks 

the apposition ‘gentiles as well as Jews’. Now, according to Marc, the general rule is that the 

shorter and more dense text is not the original. Apart from the fact that I doubt whether this 

really is a general rule, the conclusions in the previous subsections made it clear that in the 

cases where we can safely assume that Raymond quoted the Contra gentiles, he often shows 

extensions. Here the dense text is not later, but prior. 

A third argument by Marc may also be turned into evidence for an opposite conclusion. It 

refers to the statement by both Raymond and Thomas that Muhammed’s first followers were 

easily seduced by promises of carnal pleasure, since they were a bestial kind of people (see 

text 4, a): 

                                                 
521

 See also Marc, Introductio, 65-69.  
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Arabs, which among all people, as al-Ghazali says, were closest to beasts (Raymond)  

 

Bestial people living in the desert (Thomas). 

 

Marc checks Peter the Venerable’s Summa totius haeresis Saracenorum but does not find the 

description ‘homines bestiales’ (the expression used by Thomas). He concludes then that it is 

easier to believe that Thomas received this information from Raymond than vice versa. This 

argument is not very plausible. First, Peter the Venerable was by no means the only source 

from which Thomas could have drawn information of this type. The notion was part of the 

common Western perception of Islam, such as the idea that Mohammed was a seducer 

advertising a tempting, carnal law.
524

 Second, it seems very unlikely that Thomas, if he 

quoted Raymond, would have dropped the reference to al-Ghazali. On the other hand, if 

Raymond quoted Thomas, it would be fully understandable that he felt the need to underpin 

Thomas’s description with a Muslim authority. That is exactly how Raymond operated in the 

first part of the Pugio, extending quotations from the Contra gentiles with authorities from 

Muslim philosophy. Thus, in fact, this part of the parallel text is a strong indication that 

Thomas did not quote the Capistrum but rather that Raymond quoted the Contra gentiles. 

My suspicion that Marc is wrong increases when other differences between Raymond’s and 

Thomas’s text are considered. In parallel text 4 (a, b, d, and e) we see that Raymond’s text is 

more extensive and specific than Thomas’s argument against Muhammed or Islam. In (a), 

where it is said that Muhammed seduced people by promises and precepts of carnal pleasure, 

Raymond distinguishes between the first followers of Muhammed (Arabes) and later 

adherents (deinde plurimos alios), and he adduces a statement by al-Ghazali that of all people 

Arabs are most close to animals (qui omnibus hominibus, ut dicit Algazel, sunt bestiis 

propiores), a statement which is a specification of Thomas’s words later on in the text (see e), 

that the first adherents of Muhammed were bestial men living in deserts (homines bestiales in 

desertis morantes); in (b), where the statement is made that carnal people in particular must 

have felt attracted to Muhammed’s law, Raymond adds reasons explaining why it is hard for 

them to abandon it again; in (d) Raymond calls in the authority of the Qur’an for the 

statement that Muhammed did not perform miracles but, at the same time, makes an allusion 

to the fact that many Muslims consider the eloquence of the Qur’an itself a miracle; in (e), 

where Muhammed is said to have been sent in the power of arms, Raymond tries to diminish 

Muhammed’s power by adding a few examples of setbacks during the battles the prophet 

fought. In my opinion, it is hard to understand why Thomas would have dropped these 

additions and specifications if he really had quoted the Capistrum.  

Apparently there is still another fact that favours Marc’s thesis, although he himself does 

not adduce it. In two places in parallel text 1 (see b and e) Raymond uses the word inquam, ‘I 

say’. Elsewhere, he uses puto and arbitror, ‘I believe’. These expressions are absent in the 

text by Thomas. Such a ‘personalization’ of the text would be strange if Raymond had quoted 

Thomas. The other way around is more understandable: Thomas quoted Raymond, dropped 

the word inquam, and, fully according to the literary usage of the era, did not mention his 

source. But close inspection shows that this argumentation cannot hold, because Raymond 

inserts these words in precisely those parts of his text that are not parallel to the text of 

Thomas; they form part of Raymond’s own contribution to the argument.  

I believe I have shown that Marc’s arguments are not conclusive. Considered closely, all of 

them point to the opposite conclusion. Even the first argument – the reversion of two 

elements (see text 3, elements d and e) – apparently plausible at first sight, is rather weak, as I 
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argued. A last remark on this specific parallel: the differences between the texts reveal some 

interesting facts. First of all, Raymond’s additions show clearly that his knowledge of Islam 

was greater than that of Thomas. Raymond adduces evidence from the Qur’an (d), hadith (d), 

and al-Ghazali (a), all lacking in the text by Thomas. The addition in (b), mentioning three 

possible reasons why it is hard for Muslims to abandon their law, must be a reflection of 

Raymond’s missionary experience. But, second, there are two elements in Thomas’s text 

which are lacking in Raymond’s (c and g). Both are connected to truth and falsity in the 

Qur’an. In (c) Thomas states that what is true in Muhammed’s teachings (documenta 

veritatis) is of modest wisdom, can easily be grasped and is moreover mingled with fables 

and falsities. In (g) this statement is extended. According to Thomas, Muhammed perverted 

the Old and New Testaments by weaving them into his own truth and, in order to hide his 

deceit, forbade his followers to read them. If the Capistrum was the later text and Raymond 

the expert on Islam, why, then, did he drop these statements about the Qur’an and 

Muhammed?  

A primary explanation would be that he did not agree with Thomas’s statements. But 

several places in the Explanatio (and the De seta) show that he did.
525

 Another possibility is 

that he judged these statements did not fit into his argument. In the final section of this 

chapter I will argue that in this part of the Capistrum Raymond uses the Qur’an to show, 

against the Jews, that Islam does not disqualify Jesus, on the contrary, that it confirms that he 

was the Messiah and that he performed divine miracles. If Raymond had followed Thomas’s 

strong rejection here of Muhammed’s teachings, he would have undermined his own 

argumentation. Finally, we should not rule out the possibility that the two based themselves 

on a common source. The fact that this is the only parallel between the Contra gentiles and 

the Capistrum might be an indication of a common source. Whatever the origin of a possible 

common source may have been, it was certainly not derived from well-known twelfth-century 

anti-Muslim polemics such as the Summa totius haeresis Saracenorum by Peter the 

Venerable, or the Latin translation of the Risala (Apology) of al-Kindi. These do not contain 

a text similar to the one found in the Contra gentiles and the Capistrum.
526

 

To conclude. First, each of Marc’s arguments that Thomas quoted the Capistrum proves to 

be invalid and even points to the opposite conclusion, except for one. This remaining 

argument, however, is too weak to rescue Marc’s position. My conclusion challenges one of 

his central arguments for the thesis that the Contra gentiles was largely written from 1269 

onwards, after Raymond had travelled to Paris to request Thomas on behalf of Peñafort to 

compose such a book. All the same, there are sufficiently valid arguments, as for example 
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those brought forward by Robles Carcedo, to presume a longer genesis of the Contra gentiles 

than the period determined by Gauthier (1258-1265). Second, the Contra gentiles contains 

knowledge of Arabic philosophy beyond what, as far as we know, was then available in Latin 

translations.
527

 It is very well possible that, during the composition of the Contra gentiles, 

Raymond provided Thomas with innovative translations. In the late 1250s, and early 1260s, 

Raymond may have provided Thomas with information which he used to compose ScG I, c. 

6. Around 1267 Raymond may have taken this chapter as a starting-point to compose CI, r. 7, 

ns. 19-22. Such a procedure would suppose a companionship between Thomas and Raymond, 

the possibility of which was posed in the previous chapters. However, such material might 

equally well have originated from other Dominican specialists in Arabic philosophy. After 

all, the Dominican studia arabica and the negotium arabicum flourished by the end of the 

1250s, as Peñafort wrote to his superiors.
528

 

 

 

 

2. Rabbinic Sources in the Pugio 

 

Whereas the first part of the Pugio is admirable because of its unique knowledge of Arabic 

philosophy and its early quotation of the Summa contra gentiles, it still pales in significance 

before the enormous treasure of rabbinic literature contained in the second and third part. 

Because of the quantity of rabbinic literature the work has always occupied Jewish 

scholarship. Saul Lieberman explains that, ‘In view [...] of the notorious paucity of 

manuscripts of the Talmud and especially of certain Midrashim, any quotation from these 

sources is very welcome’.
529

 In the case of the Pugio, ‘any’ means ‘many’. Raymond’s work 

can be employed, and already has been, for the reconstruction of lost rabbinic works or 

differing manuscript traditions of rabbinic works. For example, ‘it is from him, and only from 

him, that we learn that at least one long proem of Midrash Ekha Rabba is missing in our 

editions, including all the manuscripts used by Buber.’
530

  

 

  

Rabbinic sources quoted in the Pugio and the Capistrum 

The following list of Jewish sources cited in the Pugio gives a first impression of the 

abundance of the treasure. The list is based on the text of the edition of 1651/87. Research on 

manuscripts of the Pugio will probably add more.
531

 The Pugio has a lot of quotations from 

the Targumim, almost seven hundred from the Talmudim and several Midrashic works, and, 

apart from the numerous quotations from Rashi, almost eighty from other medieval rabbis. 

The sources most cited are the Targumim, Rashi, the Babylonian Talmud (ca. 230 

quotations), the Midrash-collections Genesis Rabbah and Genesis Rabbah of Moses ha-

Darshan (ca. 150 quotations), and the Midrash on Psalms (more than 100 quotations). Exact 

references of all rabbinic quotations in the Pugio can be found in Lieberman, except for those 
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from the Targumim and Rashi which were left aside for their multitude.
532

 It should be noted 

that many of the rabbinic works and Talmudic tractates that Raymond used in the Pugio were 

already used or mentioned in the Capistrum Iudaeorum, though on a more moderate scale. In 

the list below, those works and tractates that are not used in the Capistrum are underlined. 

They belong to the literature obtained or incorporated later by Raymond and his co-

workers.
533

  
 

Targumim: Onkelos, Jonathan  

Babylonian Talmud: Berakhot, Shabbat, Erubin, Pesahim, Yoma, Sukkah, Rosh ha-Shanah, 

Betsah, Ta’anit, Megillah, Hagigah, Yebamot, Ketubbot, Gittin, Qiddushin, Nazir, Sotah, Baba 

Qamma, Baba Metsia, Baba Batra, Sanhedrin, Makkot, Abodah Zarah, Abot, Menahot, Hullin, 

Arakhin, Me’ilah 

Palestinian Talmud: Berakhot, Bikkurim, Shabbat, Yoma, Sheqalim, Ta’anit, Sanhedrin, Makkot, 

Abodah Zarah 

Midrash Rabbah: Genesis Rabbah, Exodus Rabbah, Leviticus Rabbah, Numbers Rabbah,
534

 

Deuteronomy Rabbah,
535

 Song of Songs Rabbah, Ruth Rabbah, Lamentations Rabbah  

Tannaitic Midrashim: Mekhilta (on Exodus), Sifra (on Leviticus), Sifre (on Numbers and 

Deuteronomy), Sifre Zutta (on Numbers) 

Other Midrashim (all post-talmudic): Midrash Qohelet (on Ecclesiastes), Midrash Tanhuma (on 

the whole Pentateuch), Midrash Tehillim (on Psalms), Seder Olam  

Genesis Rabbah of Moses ha-Darshan
536

 

Medieval rabbis: Abraham ibn Ezra, Ben Asher, David Kimhi, Yona ibn Gina, Maimonides 

(Mishne Torah, More Nevukim), Nahmanides, Rashi
537

  

Sefer Yosephon
538

  

Toledot Yeshu
539
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Accusations of forgery against the Pugio 

Since Raymond’s citation from rabbinic literature so obviously served his goals of Christian 

apology and anti-Jewish polemic, and since he used many rabbinic quotations which differ 

from, or are simply lacking in extant editions and manuscripts, the Pugio aroused not only 

fascination but also met a lot of distrust among Jewish scholars.
540

 Raymond was accused of 

deceit, deliberate misquotation, mistranslation, and even fabrication of new midrashim. ‘The 

question of Martini’s alleged forgeries and distortions of rabbinic material has occupied a 

disproportionate amount of energy on the part of several scholars, few of whom have pursued 

their enquiries from a detached position.’
541

 Three Jewish scholars, namely Abraham Epstein, 

Adolf Neubauer and the already mentioned Saul Lieberman, and one Christian scholar, 

Alejandro Díez Macho, have done much to prove that Raymond was not a forger but that, on 

the contrary, he was a scholar who dealt with his sources scrupulously, at least if judged by 

the standards of his own time.
542

 On this issue swords were crossed for two generations. At 

the end of the nineteenth century, Epstein and Neubauer debated in particular with Schiller-

Szinessy. In the 1940s Lieberman and Díez Macho attacked the views of Yitzhak Baer. I will 

render a short summary of these debates here.
543

 As subject matter I will start with two rabbis 

who were cited by Raymond, but whose works have since been lost in rabbinic history, and 

who therefore became part of the debate on the trustworthiness of Raymond’s rabbinic 

scholarship: Rabbi Moses ha-Darshan and Rabbi Rahmon.  

 

 

Rabbi Moses ha-Darshan 

A primary source for Raymond, both in the Capistrum and the Pugio, was a commentary on 

the book Genesis usually ascribed to Moses ha-Darshan (Moses the Preacher).
544

 He was a 

famous rabbi from Narbonne (first half eleventh century), and president of the local Beth 

Midrash. He is thought to have composed commentaries on several books of the Bible, 

among which a commentary on Genesis.
545

 However, not a single manuscript of his Midrash 
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collections has survived. Since many of the quotations which Raymond drew from his 

commentary on Genesis (the so-called Genesis Rabbah of Moses ha-Darshan) were 

surprisingly christological in content, the suggestion was obviously made that he either 

invented them, or misrepresented a substantial part of what he found. Serious investigation 

has shown that this was a misconception. I will return to this below.  

A main reason for Moses ha-Darshan’s commentary on Genesis passing into oblivion may 

have been the success it had among Christian missionaries and polemicists inspired by 

Raymond. Jews would certainly have become suspicious of Moses’ work and, perhaps, 

simply disposed of it by ceasing to copy it.
546

 His commentary on Genesis is known almost 

only through the Capistrum and the Pugio. A reconstruction of it was provided by Jean-

Joseph Brierre-Narbonne on the basis of the Pugio.
547

 This scholar holds that the work was 

Moses ha-Darshan’s recension and amplification of the ‘standard’ collection of Genesis 

Rabbah. Both collections follow the same division of sections and the Genesis Rabbah by 

Moses ha-Darshan includes material from other midrashic sources as well.
548

 The titles by 

which Raymond quoted the two works – Moses ha-Darshan as the ‘large’ (maior, prior, 

prima) Genesis Rabbah, and the now standard collection as the ‘small’ (ketanna, minor) 

Genesis Rabbah – at least indicates that the collection by Moses surpassed the standard 

collection in size.  

In the nineteenth century a manuscript turned up that would contribute much to the revival 

of the work by Moses ha-Darshan. It was entitled Bereshit Rabbati and discovered by 

Solomon Judah Rapoport in a synagogue in Prague.
549

 At first sight the text was very similar 

to what was known of Moses’ commentary on Genesis through quotations in the Pugio.
550

 

Epstein found seventeen parallel passages.
551

 Close inspection, however, revealed that the 

majority of Raymond’s quotations from Moses ha-Darshan were absent in Bereshit Rabbati. 

This led Epstein and Albeck to the conclusion that the Bereshit Rabbati was an abridgement 

of Moses ha-Darshan’s Bereshit Rabbah.
552

 Bereshit Rabbati was attributed to Moses himself 

or to students of his.
553

 Like Moses’ ‘large’ Midrash on Genesis, it combines a basic starting-

point from the Genesis Rabbah (of which it gives variant readings) and quotation from the 

classical sources in rabbinic literature, with quotation from a wide range of other midrashic 

literature, among which some ‘from the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, and particularly 

from the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, quoting either directly or indirectly from the 

Midrash Tadshe.’
554
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547
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Rabbi Rahmon 

Another shadowy figure appearing in the Pugio is a certain Rabbi Rahmon. The references to 

him occasioned speculations that Raymond was an inventor and forger of rabbinic literature. 

Raymond adduces Rabbi Rahmon a few times, and only in the Pugio, but his identity is 

unknown.
555

 Supporters of the forgery thesis suspected that Raymond himself hid behind the 

name ‘Rahmon’. After all, had not Peter Marsilius called him ‘a great rabbi’?
556

 Neubauer, 

however, following Zunz, suggests that Rahmon is a Hebrew translation of the Aramaic    

 the name of an author who was in vogue with the Kabbalists of Catalonia‘ ,(Raḥoemai) רחומי

in the thirteenth century’: Rahoemai is quoted in the Bahir (‘Book of Brightness’) and the 

Zohar (‘Book of Splendour’), both cabbalistic works of Raymond’s time, the former from the 

second half of the twelfth century, the latter from the end of the thirteenth century.
557

 

Neubauer assumes that Raymond found glosses in the name of Rabbi Rahmon in the margins 

of the manuscripts which he investigated as a member of the royal Aragonese committee for 

censorship of Jewish literature.
558

  

 

 

Early accusations 

An early example of Jewish scholarship venting accusations of erroneous Christian quotation 

from rabbinic literature appeared during the disputation of Barcelona (1263), shortly before 

Raymond got involved in the Dominican preaching and missionary project against the Jews 

of Aragon (1264). When, at the beginning of the third day of the Disputation, Friar Paul 

Christian states that Maimonides, in his book of Shofetim (‘Judges’, a part of the Mishneh 

Torah), holds that the Messiah will die, Rabbi Moses ben Nahman responds: ‘It does not say 

so in that book’. In his account of the disputation, Nahmanides admits that some of the rabbis, 

including himself, take the view that the Messiah will be as mortal as every human being, and 

he does not deny that Maimonides shared this view, but he stresses that the statement can not 

be found in Shofetim. The book is then brought out, and Paul Christian fails to find the 

specific passage he earlier promised to adduce.
559

  

The example shows that, when Christian polemicists began to use arguments claiming that 

parts of rabbinic literature supported the Christian truth, the rabbis were keen to discredit 

Christian knowledge of rabbinics. Raymond, who assisted Paul Christian in developing his 

method of employing rabbinic literature on behalf of the demonstration of the Christian faith, 

must have known of Nahmanides’s reproach. Therefore, opponents of the falsification theory 

advance the argument that he would not have risked his enterprise by cheating with sources 

and quotations. During the Tortosa disputation (1413-1414), the Christian spokesman, Jerome 
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de Sancta Fide (the converted Joshua ha-Lorki) relied heavily on the Pugio. The Jewish 

participants protested in several instances against the authenticity of the advanced quotations 

from rabbinic literature, for example against all those from the Genesis Rabbah by Moses ha-

Darshan. They asserted that Jerome’s quotations were false, produced the correct text from 

Genesis Rabbah, and challenged Jerome to show them the manuscript containing the 

quotations he had adduced, which he obviously could not since he had taken them from the 

Pugio.
560

 Later on, in the fifteenth century, Isaac ben Judah Abravanel (1437-1508) accused 

Raymond of forgery in his Yeshu'ot Meshiho (‘The Salvation of his Anointed’).
561

  

 

 

Modern discussions 

The attack on the authenticity of (part of) Raymond’s rabbinic quotations has continued in 

modern times. By the end of the nineteenth century, Solomon Marcus Schiller-Szinessy took 

an extreme position on Raymond’s Hebrew and rabbinic scholarship. He stated that not 

Raymond but Paul Christian was the true composer of the Pugio; Raymond was only his 

Latin translator. He further argued that the Pugio ‘contains, along with genuine matter, 

numerous and most shameless forgeries’.
562

 His charge against the Pugio was elaborated in 

four sections of proofs, each applying to a different class of forgery: 1) ‘six proofs of 

forgeries pure and simple’; 2) ‘six proofs of ignorance of the translator, pure and simple’; 3) 

‘six proofs of forgeries and ignorance combined’; 4) ‘proof of the irreverence of the 

forger’.
563

 In the margins of his article, Schiller-Szinessy made three additional assertions. 5) 

Raymond should be called ‘Martin’ (from Martinez) and not ‘Martini’; 6) Bereshit Rabbati 

bears no relationship to Moses ha-Darshan; ms. Prague of Bereshit Rabbati has only one 

piece in common with the Pugio, that is, a text on the death of Moses;
564

 7) the unknown 

Rabbi Rahmon was no rabbi, but Ramon Martinez, that is, Raymond Martin himself. 

Neubauer counters Schiller-Szinessy on all these points. In the first place, he refutes each 

of the ‘proofs’ Schiller-Szinessy had advanced specifically.
565

 He brings forward instances 

where Schiller-Szinessy:  

- reads Moses ha-Darshan wrongly; 

- takes Raymond’s commentary on a text by Moses ha-Darshan as Moses’ own text; 

- blames Raymond unjustly for rendering a wrong translation; 

- blames Raymond for translating certain texts wrongly, while many others made the 

same mistake or a correct translation of the text is still debated; 

- criticizes the meaning of Raymond’s translation of certain texts, while, from a Jewish 

point of view, he should criticize the meaning of the text itself; 

- concludes that Moses cannot have held certain ideas, so that Raymond must have 

forged the text; but we do not possess the text by Moses and what we know to be 

authentically his (parallels between quotations in Raymond and passages in other 

rabbinic works – for instance, Bereshit Rabbati) proves that he did have extraordinary 

ideas; 

- accuses Raymond of forgery of certain texts ascribed to Moses ha-Darshan, while 

these texts can be found in (certain manuscripts of) other rabbinic works (for instance, 

in ms Prague of Bereshit Rabbati); 
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- blames Raymond for certain omissions, while Raymond either mentions the alleged 

omission in the margin, so that it cannot be called an omission, or other rabbinic 

manuscripts display the same omission, so that a more obvious conclusion would be 

that Raymond had a deviant manuscript tradition on his desk.  

 

Neubauer concludes that Raymond made perhaps a dozen errors in the course of some 

hundred quotations. On account of this, he concludes that Raymond cannot be charged with 

ignorance or fraud. ‘If that [...] is to be the rule of judgment, very few scholars of Oriental 

philology would be left at all.’
566

 He also attacks the more marginal points: First, Paul 

Christian cannot have been the author of the Pugio, since he died in Taormina (Sicily) in 

1274, while the Pugio was compiled around 1278.
567

 Second, the name Martini appears in the 

fourteenth-century manuscript of the Explanatio Simboli Apostolorum, whereas the name 

Martinez is found nowhere in early biographical literature on Raymond.
568

 Third, Rabbi 

Rahmon was a real Jewish rabbi and not a mystification. And fourth, as to the question about 

the relationship between the Genesis Rabbah by Moses ha-Darshan and Bereshit Rabbati, 

Neubauer calls in the authority of Epstein to show that there are seventeen parallel passages, 

many of them verbatim, between ms. Prague of Bereshit Rabbati and the quotations from 

Moses in the Pugio. He concludes that Schiller-Szinessy had a defective copy of ms. 

Prague.
569

  

 

Yitzhak Baer simply refused to believe that the rabbinic passages with a messianic content, 

such as Raymond adduced them, could be authentically Jewish. He reopened the discussion 

half a century later.
570

 Taking up the old thesis concerning the Genesis Rabbah by Moses ha-

Darshan, Baer stated that none of the midrashim, which Raymond claimed to have taken from 

it, could be found either in the standard collection of Genesis Rabbah, or in Bereshit Rabbati, 

so that they must have been of his own fabrication.
571

 He also maintained that Raymond had 

deliberately altered and forged many other rabbinic quotations for his own purposes. In order 

to provide a foundation for this last accusation, Baer gives ‘a little anthology of Raymond’s 

forgeries’.
572

  

One of the problems with Baer’s article is that the author did not read Neubauer.
573

 

Another, even more serious problem is that Baer’s knowledge of the manuscripts proved to be 

                                                 
566

 Ibid., 188-189.  
567

 Neubauer, ‘Jewish Controversy’, The Expositor 38 (1888), 103. The date and location assumed by Neubauer 

of Paul Christian’s death are both problematic; see Chapter One, pp. 34-35. It should certainly not be ruled out 

that Paul assisted Raymond with the compostion of the Pugio. Paul’s involvement in the Capistrum seems rather 

evident; see Chapter One, Section Four.  
568

 Neubauer, ‘Jewish Controversy’, The Expositor 38 (1888), 103. Neubauer is certainly right. Supportive 

evidence for his view is that both Ricoldo of Montecroce and Peter Marsilius speak about ‘frater Raymundus 

Martini’. What is decisive is the fact that Raymond is addressed as ‘Martini’ in two Dominican Acts, one 

belonging to the Provincial Chapter of Spain (1250) and the other to the General Chapter (1281). For Ricoldo, 

see Chapter Two, p. 64; for Peter Marsilius and the Acts, see Appendix One.  
569

 Neubauer, ‘Jewish Controversy’, The Expositor 38  (1888), 104-105.  
570

 Y. Baer, ‘The Forged Midrashim of Raymond Martini and their Place in the Religious Controversies in the 

Middle Ages’ [Hebrew], in: G. Scholem (ed.), Studies in Memory of Asher Gulak and Samuel Klein, late 

Professors of the Institute of Jewish Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem 1942, 28-49.  
571

 See also Baer’s highly biased statement in his A History of the Jews, vol. 1, 185: ‘We mentioned earlier the 

Pugio Fidei of Raymond Martini. The book is clearly the result of the failure of the formal Disputation held in 

Barcelona in 1263. After the author learned from the experience that the talmudic sayings, in their original form, 

cannot be adduced in support of Christian dogma, he went to the trouble of creating – on the basis of the 

authentic Midrash, and by means of abridgements, combinations and additions of all sorts – a collection of 

forgeries of obvious Christological content, thereby to mislead the susceptible.’  
572

 Baer, ‘The Forged Midrashim’, 43-44.  
573

 See Díez Macho, ‘Acerca de los midrashim’, 166. 



101 

 

too poor to judge rightly on the question of whether Raymond was a forger or not. Saul 

Lieberman exposed Baer’s inadequate knowledge in this field of study in a crushing reply.
574

 

A few years before, Lieberman had published his Shkiin.
575

 In this he had checked 

Raymond’s quotations from the Talmudim and Midrashim in extant manuscripts and safely 

concluded that, apart from the majority of the quotations from the Genesis Rabbah by Moses 

ha-Darshan (which could neither be traced in Bereshit Rabbati nor elsewhere), by far the 

majority of the remainder of the Pugio’s rabbinic quotations could be found in extant 

manuscripts and, moreover, proved to be copied correctly. In his reply to Baer, Lieberman 

addressed three points in particular: the authenticity of the Genesis Rabbah by Moses ha-

Darshan, the quotations from rabbinic sources in general, and the importance of the Pugio for 

Talmudic scholarship.  

As to the first point, Lieberman showed that some passages cited from the Genesis Rabbah 

by Moses ha-Darshan in the Pugio correspond to passages found in other ‘unimpeachable 

Jewish sources’.
576

 He further delivered the general statement, flatly opposed to Baer, that the 

material from the Genesis Rabbah by Moses ha-Darshan bears an authentic Jewish stamp, 

‘regardless of the meaning and the importance [it] subsequently acquired in the Church.’
577

 

This brings him to the conclusion that the quotations from it ‘are probably genuine, but of 

course no one can be absolutely sure of this inasmuch as the Midrash is no longer extant.’ To 

suggest fabrication by Raymond  
 

is to credit him with too great an amount of Jewish learning. Only a Jew familiar with the midrashic 

style from his childhood could master rabbinic Hebrew to such a degree as to fabricate a new 

Midrash from fragments of genuine Midrashim and connect them adequately. Martini’s knowledge 

of rabbinics does not justify the charge. As a matter of fact there is good ground to believe that this 

suspicious Midrash was already used in the disputation of Barcelona (1263), where Nahmanides 

saw it and did not question its authenticity.
578

 

  

An important argument in support of Lieberman’s thesis, that Raymond had Moses ha-

Darshan’s Bereshit Rabbah on his desk and genuinely quoted from it, was that he had not 

found fraud in Raymond’s quotations from other rabbinic sources. He verifies each of the 

alleged examples brought forward by Baer to show Raymond’s deceit and comes to the 

conclusion that Baer’s anthology of Raymond’s forgeries ‘turns out to be a mere fiction.’
579

 

In a final section, Lieberman defends the importance of the Pugio for rabbinics:  
 

He has preserved for us a treasure of invaluable readings. It is from him, and only from him, that we 

learn that at least one long proem of Midrash Ekha Rabba is missing in our editions, including all 

the manuscripts used by Buber. And even in suspicious cases Martini’s book turns out to be a 

valuable help.
580

  

 

One of the examples Lieberman gives, regards the ordination of judges by the imposition of 

hands. Raymond quoted a passage from tractate Sanhedrin (BT Sanh 13a), which shows that 
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Rabbi Asse took the view that such imposition was required. But this rabbi’s position is 

lacking in the editions of the Talmud and in the manuscripts used by Rabbinovicz for his 

famous Diqduqe Soferim.
581

 It was also unknown to an intellectual giant like Maimonides. 

The rabbinic decision, therefore, was that imposition of hands was not required for the 

ordination of judges. Did Raymond invent the words of Rabbi Asse, in order to corroborate 

the Christian practice? No, says Lieberman: Sefer ha-Shetarot (ca. 1100) by Judah the 

Barcelonian, records that ordination was performed by laying on hands, and he quoted the 

passage from the Talmud which Raymond would adduce later.
582

 Lieberman adds a few 

‘minor but still important “suspicious”’ readings to which Martini was the first, and for long 

time the only, witness.’
583

 Raymond ‘certainly allowed himself much freedom in his citations. 

He abridged them, added verses from the Scriptures and sometimes quoted his own 

interpretations as part of the text.’
584

 And he certainly made some errors. But to call this 

forgery would be an unfair judgement, imposing modern, scientific standards on a medieval 

scholar.  

A few other of Lieberman’s observations are worth mentioning. As to the translations in 

the Pugio, there are cases where they do not correspond to the Hebrew or Aramaic text or 

where the same Hebrew or Aramaic text is translated differently. According to Lieberman, 

‘all this suggests that various individuals contributed to the work of Martini.’ He proposes 

that ‘the few spurious citations’
585

 are due to Raymond’s collaborators, ‘for it is hard to 

believe that Martini would risk the whole reputation of his life’s work by introducing a few 

forged quotations into his book.’
586

 

To conclude, much has been done both to discredit and to restore Raymond’s integrity 

concerning his use of rabbinic literature. However: 
 

The balance of opinion now appears to validate Martini’s quotations from Jewish works as wholly 

adequate when understood in the light of literary conventions of his day. We can now usefully 

employ his quotations to reconstruct some of the lost works, or differing manuscript traditions of 

the works to which he refers.
587

  

 

Schreckenberg is right that profound research into Raymond’s rabbinic sources is still 

lacking.
588

 Such research ought to start, of course, from the extant manuscripts of the Pugio 

and the Capistrum.
589

 In this respect, Merchavia has already shown the significance of the 

Geneviève manuscript.
590

 According to his estimation, it adduces about a third more 

quotations from rabbinic literature than the edition of De Voisin-Carpzov (1651/87).  

 

 

 

3. Arabic Sources in the Pugio 

 

Important work on Raymond’s knowledge and use of Arabic texts has been done by Angel 

Cortabarría and Marie-Thérèse d’Alverny. In particular the former has surveyed the Arabic 
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sources of the Explanatio and the Pugio in several publications.
591

 A survey of such sources 

in the Capistrum Iudaeorum has not yet been accomplished.
592

 For the Explanatio and the 

Pugio, Cortabbaría shows that the quotations cover three domains: Qur’an, hadith literature, 

and Arabic philosophy.
593

 As was already mentioned in the previous chapter, Arabic 

philosophers are abundantly quoted in Part One of the Pugio. Ibn Sina (d. 1037), al-Ghazali 

(d. 1111), and Ibn Rushd (d. 1198) are the most popular, but there are also a few quotations 

from al-Razi, (d. 923), al-Farabi (d. 950), and Ibn Khatib (d. 1210).
594

 Al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and 

al-Ghazali are already quoted in the Explanatio, but the latter two much less frequently than 

in the Pugio. Apparently Raymond’s knowledge of Arabic philosophy grew significantly 

between 1257 and the 1270s. There was a need for it, as we saw in the previous chapter: In 

the Pugio Raymond used Arabic philosophy for the refutation of certain Latin philosophical 

positions which were based on Greek and Arabic sources newly available in the West.  

Most of the Arabic philosophical works from which Raymond quoted were not yet 

translated into Latin. Some of his quotations, for example in the Explanatio those from Ibn 

Sina’s Kitab al-Shifa (‘The Book of Healing’) and al-Ghazali’s Maqasid al-Falasifa 

(‘Intentions of the Philosophers’), can be traced back to extant translations by Dominic 

Gundisalvi.
595

 But for the main part Raymond’s quotations seem to have been his own 

translations.
596

 It should be noted that these translations are not all literal; we meet 

abridgements and summaries. As with his Arabic quotations, the titles of the Arabic works 

used by Raymond are generally only given in a Latin translation. In a few cases the original 

Arabic titles are mentioned in Latin transliteration.  

Qur’anic verses and passages from the two great composers of hadith, al-Bukhari (d. 870) 

and Muslim (d. 875), appear predominantly in the Explanatio and the De seta, but hardly at 

all in the Pugio.
597

 This should not be surprising since the former two are the works in which 

Raymond enters the theological discussion with Islam. The Qur’anic quotations in these 

works (including abridgements and allusions) can be grouped into seven themes:
598

 1) the 

virginity of Mary and the annunciation; 2) the miracles of Christ; 3) the authenticity and 

integrity of Jewish and Christian Scripture; 4) the Trinity; 5) the crucifixion and death of 

Christ; 6) marriage, polygamy and divorce; 7) the washing before prayer and the pilgrimage 
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to Mecca. In the Pugio the Qur’an and hadiths are adduced in only two chapters: II, c. 8, and 

III-III, c. 7. The adductions are part of an argument against Judaism. It is curious that Qur’an 

and hadith are used in an anti-Jewish polemic, in III-III, c. 7 even with quotations in Hebrew 

transliteration. In the following two subsections, in which I discuss these two chapters and 

their parallels in the Capistrum, an explanation for this fact will be proposed.  

 

 

Qur’an in the Pugio II, c. 8 and the Capistrum, r. 7 

In this chapter of the Pugio the Qur’an is not quoted but only referred to. Raymond mentions 

several miracle stories concerning Jesus, as handed down in the Qur’an: the virgin 

conception, Jesus’ birth by the date palm and his miraculous feeding of his mother, Jesus’ 

curing of the sick, his raising of the dead, the crucifixion of what is only an image of him, his 

ascension, return, and final judgement.
599

 These references to the Qur’an are made in the 

middle of an argument against the Jews that the miracles performed by Jesus have a real 

scriptural and historical basis.
600

 The argument starts by noting Jewish contempt for the 

power Jesus has to perform miracles. Raymond observes this contempt in the Toledot Yeshu 

(litt. ‘stories about Jesus’) in particular, a popular anti-Christian collection of polemical tales 

concerning the life of Jesus, probably composed in the ninth century.
601

 The long passage 

quoted from it tells us how Jesus managed to discover the secret of the divine name, so that 

through the power of the name and the resulting performance of miracles he could attract 

disciples and persuade them that he was the Messiah. Raymond mentions three sources 

through which this Jewish accusation can be refuted: Scripture (scriptura), uninterrupted 

tradition (crebra fama), and necessary reason (ratio necessaria et demonstrativa). Evidence 

from the Qur’an is put forward in the first and third category. The Muslim philosopher Ibn 

Khatib is adduced in the second category.  

In the first category the term scriptura is applied in the more general sense: not only 

Christian but also Jewish, Muslim, and ‘Gentile’ scripture. The first and main aim, as always 

in the Pugio, is to prove the point through Hebrew Scripture. Next, the New Testament and 

‘Gentile’ scriptures are mentioned. By the latter Raymond means the Church’s pictorial 

tradition, functioning as Scripture for illiterate Christians. These two sources are not further 

discussed, since the fact that they ascribe messianic miracles to Jesus is obvious enough.
602

 

Finally, Raymond adduces Saracen scripture, that is, the Qur’an. The question here is not 

whether the Qur’an hands down the stories of Jesus’ miracles in concurrence with the Old and 

New Testaments. Discussion of such an issue would be part of a polemic against Islam itself. 

For Raymond, only the simple fact counts that the Qur’an testifies that Jesus performed 

divinely inspired miracles. He argues that though the Qur’an contains many errors concerning 

the person and the salvific function of the Messiah, it confirms that he was the Messiah and 
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that this gave him the power to perform unprecedented miracles. This makes the Qur’an in 

Raymond’s eyes a suitable weapon against Judaism, which does not mean that he evaluates 

Islam more positively than Judaism. Elsewhere he presents Muhammed as a seducer and 

explains the successful spread of Islam through carnal seduction and military power.  

The second part of the proof, the argument through crebra fama – that is, ‘uninterrupted, 

and therefore reliable, tradition’ – has a clear structure. Raymond begins by defining the term 

crebra fama. Several conditions should be fulfilled before a historical fact or story can be 

called crebra fama. ‘According to the opinion of wise men of different sciences and 

languages’ (Raymond mentions Ibn Sina, al-Ghazali, and Ibn Khatib), these conditions are: 1) 

That it is witnessed by many people, preferably from different regions and cultures so that the 

possibility of fraud is reduced to a minimum. 2) That it belongs to the realm of the senses and 

not to that of speculation. 3) That its chain of tradition is uninterrupted. Different examples of 

true crebra fama are mentioned then, among which the miracles performed by Moses. 

According to the rules of crebra fama, says Raymond, the Jews are right in attributing 

miracles to Moses, and according to the same rules they should accept those of Jesus. He then 

quotes Ibn Khatib, who mentions a difference of opinion among scholars about whether 

knowledge from crebra fama is of a necessary or probable kind and concludes that the 

majority shares the former opinion. Finally, Raymond gives the Hebrew equivalent of crebra 

fama, which according to him is kabbala, ‘receptio’ as he translates it in the Capistrum.
603

 

The third step in the argument concerning the historicity of Jesus’ miracles is 

‘demonstrative reason’.
604

 Here Raymond adopts a rule from the ars ratiocinandi, ‘art of 

reasoning’, saying that causes are best inferred from their effects.
605

 He then describes the 

effect extensively: Innumerable people have converted to Christianity, ordinary people as 

well as great sages. They gave up their carnal way of life and the cult of idols for a faith 

which transcends human understanding and reason, curtails carnal desire, and teaches 

contempt for the world and the pursuit of a happiness beyond it. They adhered to their faith 

over against the tyrannies and persecutions of the world. This faith was spread all over the 

world without the use of weapons or promises of carnal pleasure. Given the nature of this 

faith and the way it spread, the conversion to the Christian faith of a large part of the world 

can only be explained by divine disposition. The miracles of Christ heralded all this. 

Raymond further elaborates the point by showing the opposite. ‘Those who introduced 

different groups of errors [...] followed the opposite way.’
606

 Islam is advanced as the main 

example of this: It was not caused by divine miracles, on the contrary, the Qur’an even denies 

that Mohammed performed any. Mohammed first attracted the Arabs by permitting them 

voluptuous behaviour and attracting and seducing them by precepts which stimulate carnal 

pleasures. Subsequently he used force and coercion to submit the world to Islam. In other 
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words, the way Christianity conquered the world was radically different from the way Islam 

did this. The first was miraculous, the latter entirely natural.
607

  

A final note on Raymond’s proof regarding the divine character of Jesus’ miracles. The 

argumentation in the Pugio is very much the same as in the Capistrum. At the same time the 

differences in the organization of the arguments are exemplary of the development of the 

Pugio in relation to the Capistrum. In the Pugio (II, c. 8, ns. 10-13) the proof is neatly 

introduced with the statement that the miracles performed by Jesus and his disciples are 

firmly established by scripture, uninterrupted tradition, and demonstrative reason (n. 10). The 

proofs derived from these three sources are subsequently presented (ns. 11, 12, 13). In the 

Capistrum (r. 7, ns. 17-22) the proof is not only more long-winded than in the Pugio, it is also 

structured in a less orderly manner. The introduction with the threefold distinction is absent. 

After supplying evidence from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature (ns. 1-16), Raymond 

skips without warning to the crebra fama (n. 17). The evidence from the different scriptura, 

in the Pugio advanced as a separate category, is enumerated in the Capistrum as part of the 

crebra fama (ns.18-19). The proof from the ars ratiocinandi (ns. 19-22) starts, again 

unannounced, as the last point in this enumeration. This, and other examples still to be 

presented in this study, show that although the availability of new sources was one reason to 

rewrite the Capistrum in Part II of the Pugio, this work was also undertaken in order to 

restructure certain arguments from the Capistrum in a more succinct and orderly manner.
608

  

 

 

Qur’an and Hadith in the Pugio III-III, c. 7 and the Capistrum, r. 6 

The second place in the Pugio where the Qur’an and the hadith are adduced, gives literal 

translations of several suras about the annunciation: 3:42, 3:45-49 (omitting parts from 3:46 

and 3:49); 19:16-21; 66:12, and three hadiths (one from al-Bukhari and two from Muslim).
609

 

A Hebrew transliteration of these verses goes together with it. These quotations are part of a 

proof related to the famous verse of Is 7:14, ‘Therefore the Lord himself will give you a sign: 

ha-alma, the virgin, will conceive and bear a child, and you will call him Immanuel, that 

means God-with-us.’
610

 Raymond starts his argument with examining the meaning and 

connotation of the Hebrew word alma in the places where it occurs in Hebrew Scripture. He 

also discusses some, in his eyes, erroneous (Jewish) interpretations of the identity of this alma 

in Is 7:14: wife of Isaiah, wife of King Achaz. When it comes to Is 8:3, ‘I lay with the 

prophetess, and she conceived and bore a son’, he argues that the verse must have a prophetic 
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meaning and that the prophetess cannot have been Isaiah’s wife. He then points to the 

prophetic words which Mary exclaims in Luke 1:46-55: ‘Because of this, all generations will 

call me blessed’. The quotations from the Qur’an thus function as historical evidence of the 

fulfilment of the prophecy about Mary’s blessedness. 

I can agree with Ryan Szpiech that these Arabic quotations, the only in Raymond’s entire 

work, show that he was increasingly preoccupied with the authenticity of the proof texts he 

adduced. Including the original Hebrew and Arabic texts in the second and third parts of 

Pugio was a key element of Raymond’s rhetorical strategy.
611

 He had arrived at the view that 

his readers should be provided with all the possible sources in order to verify his arguments, 

including the original texts. Szpiech further concludes that the use of language in Raymond’s 

work, and above all in the Pugio, is the cornerstone of his polemical strategy.
612

 I would 

rather formulate it a little broader. Throughout his entire work the cornerstone of Raymond’s 

polemical strategy is the use of sources which had authority for his adversaries (the so-called 

argumenta ab hosta). This method developed into the Pugio by structurally quoting these 

sources in the original language.  

But does the fact that, in our example here, Islamic sources are adduced in an argument 

against Jews, not pose a problem here? Since Raymond is very scrupulous in adducing only 

texts from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic sources in these ‘Jewish’ parts of the Pugio, these 

quotations from the Qur’an and hadith seem to go against his own method. However, if we 

closely consider the function of the Arabic texts at this point of the argument, the conclusion 

must be that the Qur’an and hadith are not adduced here as religious authority, as Szpiech 

holds,
613

 but as historical evidence. As these passages from the Qur’an and the hadith show, 

Raymond argues, it is a historical fact that Islam considers Mary to be blessed, which adds to 

the veracity of her own prophecy exclaimed in her Magnificat in Luke, and thus to the 

argument that she must be the prophetess mentioned in Is 8:3, and the alma of Is 7:14. In the 

following chapters, we will see that there is a frequent use of historical arguments in 

Raymond’s polemic against Judaism, and that it belongs to the category of rationes (‘reason’) 

and the art of ratiocinari (‘reasoning’). 

Why Arabic quotations in Hebrew characters? According to Szpiech, Raymond has put 

himself in the position of his Jewish reader and interlocutor, who either did not know the 

Arabic alphabet or was used to read the Qur’an in Hebrew transcription.
614

 This may be true, 

but it should be clear that Raymond did not write the Pugio for Jews but for Christians. The 

readers he had in mind were students, preachers, and church leaders. Part III-III, in which 

these Hebrew transcriptions of Arabic texts appear, was probably written in view of the 

studium hebraicum at which Raymond teached. Therefore, a part of the explanation may be 

connected to the knowledge these Hebrew students had of Arabic and the Qur’an. Perhaps 

they did not know Arabic, or perhaps they studied Jewish manuscripts of the Qur’an in 

Hebrew transcription. Finally, the answer may also lie in the manuscript tradition of the 

Pugio, as Szpiech also suggests.
615

 Perhaps the copyist of our oldest available manuscript 

(ms. Gen) did not know the Arabic alphabet. The linguistic characteristics of the 

transcription, with a difference of origin and consistency between the Hebrew consonants and 

the vocalization, leads him to suggest that Raymond (and his assistants) copied the 
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consonants from a Jewish Qur’an and that he, or the copyist, added the vocalization.
616

 As to 

the Latin translation, this is certainly not drawn from Robert Ketton’s (twelfth century) or 

Marc of Toledo’s. It is therefore probably Raymond’s own translation (or of one of his 

assistants), and a new one since it differs in many details from his earlier translations of these 

verses.
617

      

 Almost the same cluster of Qur’anic quotations, advanced in Pugio III-III, c. 7, is already 

present in the Capistrum, but within the context of a completely different discussion and 

without quotation of the original Arabic texts.
618

 Ratio 6 of the Capistrum is for the most part 

a commentary on the prophecy in Hag 2:7ff, ‘I will set in motion all nations; the desire of all 

nations will come, and I will fill this house with glory, says the Lord of Hosts [...] The glory 

of this last house will surpass that of the first.’ This Ratio addresses the messianic connotation 

of the verses, aiming in part to prove that the Messiah is the ‘desire’ (חמדה, ḥemdah, 

‘desiderium’) of all nations, and not only of Jews and Christians. Here Islam enters the 

argumentation. Five quotations from the Qur’an are adduced: the three from sūra three 

(mentioned above); 4:168, the famous verse against the Trinity; and 19:16-34, of which 

verses 16-21 are also adduced in the Pugio (see above). These quotations mean to show that 

Islam not only calls Jesus ‘Messiah’ (see 4:168), but also ascribes several properties to Jesus 

which are central to orthodox Christology: divine origin, miracles, resurrection, last 

judgement.  

Here again, Raymond does not mean to adduce the Qur’an as a religious authority, but as 

historical evidence: Islam is a historical example of a ‘nation’ in which the prophesied 

‘desire’ of the Messiah comes true, since the Qur’an explicitly refers to Jesus as the Messiah 

(e.g. 4:168). That, in Raymond’s opinion, Islam does not understand the full truth regarding 

the Messiah, is not the point here, although the argument subsequently shifts to doctrinal 

differences between Islam and Christianity, and draws a parallel between Islam and certain 

Christian heresies.
619

  

Thus, again, an initial, positive approach to Islam is followed by a clear rejection of it. First 

Raymond addresses the Muslim criticism on the Trinity by commenting on the Qur’anic verse 

4:168. He adduces a solution given in the Risalat al-Kindi, ‘The Apology of al-Kindi’ (12
th

 

c.): The Qur’anic words ‘So believe in God and His Messengers, and say not, Three’ 

(4:168)
620

 were in fact directed against Christian heretics, followers of Marcion.
621

 They held, 

says the Risala, a Trinity in which Mary and Jesus constitute the first two persons and God 

the third. According to the author of the Risala, Muhammed must have thought that this was 

orthodox Christian doctrine, which would then be confirmed in the rhetorical question of 
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verse 5:115: ‘And when God said, O Jesus son of Mary, didst thou say unto men, Take me 

and my mother as gods, apart from God’?
 
Thus, as a result of addressing a heretical Christian 

tenet, Muhammed’s warning became a general one, addressing all Christians with the words 

‘People of the Book, go not beyond the bounds in your religion’ (4:168).
622

  

Further on Raymond shows that he is very well aware that even if Muslims were to accept 

that Muhammed’s warning regarded a Christian heresy instead of Catholic doctrine, the 

Muslim criticism on the Trinity would not be solved. For him the root of the Muslim criticism 

on the Trinity is that it does not accept that Jesus is the Son of God. As Muhammed expressed 

it in verse 10:68: ‘They say: God has taken to Him a son [...] you have no authority for this. 

What, do you say concerning God that you know not?’. And in verse 6:100, ‘The Creator of 

the heavens and the earth -- how should He have a son?’ The denial of Christian doctrine on 

this point is, according to Raymond, due to the fact that Muslims have a wrong idea about the 

Christian idea of God. They have concluded that Christianity ascribes corporality to God, 

assuming that it believes God to have begotten his Son from the virgin Mary.
623

 These 

Qur’anic statements prove, says Raymond, that Muhammed did not have profound biblical 

knowledge. Otherwise he would have known that classical biblical authorities, and above all 

Ps 2 and Prov 8, imply the existence of an eternal, divine Son.
624

  

The Qur’anic verse 19:34, in which Jesus speaks the following words from the cradle, 

‘Peace be upon me, the day I was born, and the day I die, and the day I am raised up alive!,’ 

leads Raymond to adduce a passage from the hadith collection Muslim. There, the words ‘the 

day I am raised up alive’ are seized upon by Mohammed as grounds for the statement that 

Jesus will return at the end of time, kill the Antichrist and judge the whole world. To these 

authorities from Qur’an and hadith Raymond adds evidence from the daily life of Muslims of 

the special deference they pay to Jesus. Muslims of all ages, he says, and in particular the 

sailors among them, have the habit of invoking Jesus’ name all the time. Even many 

Christians have adopted this habit, though most of them do not know what they are saying 

when they exclaim, ‘Ijce’! Finally, Raymond draws again a parallel between Islam and 

Christian heresy. Because of their high esteem of Jesus, Muslims deny the reality of his 

passion.
625

 Though he does not mention it explicitly, Raymond surely must have had the 

heresy of Docetism in mind.  

 

 

Conclusions 

In the Capistrum and the Pugio passages from the Qur’an and the hadiths are adduced as part 

of arguments against Judaism’s rejection of Jesus as Messiah. The argument should not be 

read as directed against Muslims but against Judaism. Raymond argues that Islam 

acknowledges the power Jesus has of performing miracles and some other marks proving that 

he was the Messiah. Islam shares in recognizing the fulfilment of two important biblical 
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prophecies: Mary’s proclamation through the Magnificat that all generations will count her 

blessed (Luke 1:48) and the prophet Haggai’s statement that the Messiah will become the 

‘desire’ of all nations (Hag 2:7).  

Two points are noticeable when we consider the way Raymond employs Islamic sources in 

discussion with Judaism. First, these sources do not function as religious auctoritates, but as 

additional historical evidence. Therefore, they do not go against Raymond’s own method, but 

should be considered as part of his normal strategy to advance rationes after having adduced 

auctoritates that are authoritative for Jews (passages from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic 

tradition). In the Chapters Four and Five of this study, I will deal in more detail with the 

question of method. Second, each time Islamic sources are advanced ‘positively’ in an 

argument against Judaism, an attack on Islam follows: It lacks the full truth about the Messiah 

and God (the divine Sonship of Jesus and, as a result, the doctrine of the Trinity); the means 

by which Islam was spread – violence and worldly power – proves its inferiority in relation to 

Christianity, which spread miraculously in a non-violent way, a fact that can only be 

explained by the presence of Christ’s divine power.  

These attacks are side paths in the argument and probably inserted in order to protect the 

reader against a conclusion that Mohammed understood the mystery of Christ or that the 

successful spread of Islam represents divine consent of its doctrines. Raymond’s positive use 

of Islam is part of his polemical strategy and certainly not a fundamental acknowledgment of 

the value of Islam. Nevertheless, the way he utilizes the Qur’an and sources of Muslim 

tradition in discussion with Jews is a new step in Christian polemic and apology, and goes 

beyond the way in which Thomas Aquinas, for example, deals with it.
626

              

When we compare Raymond’s use of Islam in the Capistrum and the Pugio, it becomes 

clear that Islam is less frequently mentioned in the Pugio than in the Capistrum. At the same 

time we see that, where arguments in the Capistrum incorporating Islam are recaptured in the 

Pugio, they are developed, changed, and restructured. The latter fact corresponds with the 

general procedure of reformulating passages from the Capistrum in the Pugio. We will 

encounter more examples of it in the following chapters. But to return to the first observation, 

why does the doctrinal discussion with Islam disappears almost entirely in the Pugio? And 

why are many other references to Islam or ‘Saracens’ made in the Capistrum reduced in the 

Pugio, references related to themes such as:
627

 the Muslim confirmation of Jesus’ divine 

origin, virgin birth, messianity, and miracles;
628

 the messianic fulfilment of the promised 

flood of the nations to Christ;
629

 circumcision;
630

 the unfavourable position of Jews living 

under Muslim dominion in contrast to their favourable position in the Christian society;
631

 the 
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 See before, Section One; also Chapter Four, Sections Two and Three. 
627

 Some aspects of the first theme return in the Pugio (II, c. 8; III-III, c. 7). The fourth theme, the assertion that 

Jews are treated well by Christians and Christian society, is present in the Pugio, but it is not advanced in 

opposition to the bad position of Jews under Saracen rule. The fifth theme is discussed rather extensively in the 

Capistrum (see note 632 below) and gets hardly attention in the Pugio. It is only touched on briefly at the end of 

Part II of the Pugio II (c. 14, n. 24). It includes the association between Islam and heresy. Raymond calls 

Mohammed a heretic of the lowest sort, and even more, a hypocrite and a criminal. The accusation is part of a 

response to the Jewish objection that if it is true that the Church had replaced Israel and constituted the new 

people of God and the new, messianic Israel, and that God had given them dominion over the world, how was it 

possible then that Islam had conquered a large part of this dominion? Raymond’s answer starts, as usual, from 

Hebrew Scripture: Job says that God sometimes makes a חנף (hanef), i.e. a criminal, or a hypocrite, king because 

of the sins, or the wickedness, or the scandals of the people (Job 34:30). Since Christians and other people on the 

other side of the sea were wicked and infected by heresy, God permitted Mohammed to reign over them. Then 

follows the abuse against him.  
628

 CI I, c. 3, n.7 (108); II, neq. 6, n. 15 (212). 
629

 Ibid., II, neq. 2, n. 9 (86). 
630

 Ibid., II, neq. 7, n. 33 (288). 
631

 Ibid., II, c. 5, n. 9 (184). 
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problem of Muslim power and dominion.
632

 The relatively larger interest in Islam in the 

Capistrum may be due to the fact that in the 1260s, when the work was composed, Raymond 

was still much occupied with Islam. It probably naturally entered some of his arguments. In 

the time that Raymond was working on the Pugio his focus on Judaism seems to have 

become his main occupation. Tunis was far away then, certainly after the failure of the 

crusade of 1270. Moreover, the Pugio was meant to be an extended manual for preachers to 

the Jews, which required a stronger focus. If, in the Pugio, Raymond needs Islam to 

corroborate an argument against Judaism, he does not hesitate to adduce it, as we have seen in 

the two examples from the Pugio just discussed.
633

 Freestanding elaborations on the errors of 

Islam, however, as they appear in the Capistrum, have largely disappeared. This change may 

also be related to the possibility that the original plan of the Pugio differed from the final 

result. It is easily possible, as I argued in Chapter Two, that Raymond started to write the 

Pugio with the intention of composing a Contra Sarracenos after having finished the Contra 

Iudaeos part(s).
634

 If this was the plan, there would have been an attempt to separate 

arguments against Jews from those against Muslims.  
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 Ibid., I, c. 3, n. 24 (122), n. 27 (124); II, neq. 5, ns. 5-6 (178-180). 
633

 Another example of adduction of Islam within the context of the discussion with Judaism is found at the end 

of Part II. The Jews, says Raymond, frequently object that Muslim power over a large part of the world denies 

the Christian claim of having been granted the horn of kingship after God took it away from the Jews when they 

rejected Christ. In response to this Raymond advances another part of Christian salvation history, found in the 

explanation of Job 34:30: ‘What though he makes a godless man king over a stubborn nation and all its people?’ 

It proves again that Raymond did not evaluate Islam more positively than Judaism: The power of Islam was 

God’s wrath against the inclination of many Christians (and others overseas) towards misbehaviour and heresy. 

Sometimes God allows the reign of a chaneph, id est flagitiosum, simul et hypocritam because of people’s sins. 

Muhammad was such a chaneph, a heretic of the lowest sort. See PF II, c. 14, n. 24 (461): ‘Nec est nobis hoc 

obvium quod Judaei frequenter objiciunt, scilicet quod Mahommedus in Sarracenis habet, ut nos, cornua Regni, 

et dominii terreni; quia scriptum est Jobi [34:30] ממלך אדם חנף ממקשי עם 

quod Deus quandoque regnare facit hominem chaneph, id est flagitiosum, simul et hypocritam propter peccata 

vel pravitates vel scandala populi. Quoniam Christiani et caeteri ultra-marini fuerunt scelerosi et haeretica 

pravitate vehementer infecti, permisit Deus ut regnaret Mahommedus super eos hypocrita simul, et scelerosus et 

haereticus pessimus.’ 
634

 See Chapter Two, Section One. 
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PART II 

 

 

APOLOGETIC PRINCIPLES AND PREACHING STRATEGIES 

 

 

 
Christian medieval apologetics was related to different groups: heretics, Jews, Muslims, and 

philosophers.
635

 The discussion was conducted on the basis of those sources that were 

authoritative for a specific group: New Testament (Christian heretics), Old Testament and 

rabbinic sources (Jews), Greek and Arabic philosophical sources, Qur’an and hadith 

(Muslims), and human reason (each of these groups). The main goals were the refutation of 

claims against Christianity and the Christian doctrine, and the indication of errors and 

inconsistencies in the beliefs, sources and thoughts of the opposing groups. Some apologists 

went to great lenghts to detect confirmations of the Christian truth in non-Christian sources. 

Raymond Martin was one of the brilliant examples of these apologists. The largest part of his 

monastic life was dedicated to the study of languages, sources, traditions, ideas of Muslims, 

Jews, and Arabic philosophers, and to processing facts and knowledge into a religious and 

rational defence of Christianity against Muslims and Jews in particular. His method was 

exemplary for the development of the Dominican order and we will see that it is largely 

identical with the epistemic and apologetic principles of his fellow friar Thomas Aquinas.        

After a historical introduction to his life (Chapter One), a survey of his writings (Chapter 

Two), and the exploration of some questions related to the sources he employed (Chapter 

Three), I will now examine in detail Raymond’s apologetic method and preaching strategy. 

Part Two is divided in two chapters. Chapter Four offers an analysis of the more general 

methodological principles visible in Raymond’s work, no matter whether they apply to the 

discussion with Islam or Judaism. These principles will be discussed in comparison with 

formulations of Raymond Lull and Thomas Aquinas. Chapter Five focuses on Raymond’s 

approach of discussing faith with Jews. Principles and strategies specific for this discussion 

will be treated extensively.  
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 H. Goris, ‘Apologetiek in de Middeleeuwen’, in: H. Bakker, M. Kater, W. van Vlastuin (eds.), Verantwoord 

Geloof. Handboek voor Christelijke Apologetiek, Kampen 2014, 91-99.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

 

THE ‘DOMINICAN’ METHOD 

 

 

 
Christian apologetics always took place on two levels: auctoritas and ratio.

636
 They are the 

two ‘fundamental axes’ of medieval Christian apologetics and polemic. This is particularly 

true for the methods used in Christian polemics against the Jews.
637

 Starting in the eleventh to 

twelfth century, a shift occurred in the relationship between the two in the Latin West. 

Apologists began to use rational demonstrations in matters of faith more frequently, lessening 

the dominant place of the revealed text, the appeal to biblical auctoritates.
638

 The most 

famous example was Anselm’s Cur Deus homo. Other apologists who followed this track 

were Peter Alfonsi, Peter Abelard, and Gilbert Crispin. The new apologetic stage had much to 

do with a growing consciousness of Christian identity in the twelfth century.
639

 The 

emergence of innovative philosophical directions and the growing acquaintance with Islam 

were, among others, important factors that lead to questions and doubts about traditional 

Christian dogmatics. Jews, Muslims, philosophers, and heretics formulated serious objections 

against central tenets of Christianity. A new kind of defence proved to be necessary. The old 

appeal on biblical auctoritates became problematic. An increasing need was felt to show the 

credibility and rationality of the Christian faith.
640

 For these apologists ratio was not ‘an 

abstract point of reference’, but refered first of all to the ‘faculty of reasoning, of 

understanding’ employed to reflect and explain the articles of faith and the coherence between 

them.
641

   

It should be noted that even the most notorious protagonists of using a larger amount of 

rationality in defending the Christian faith never forgot to use biblical arguments. For Anselm 

‘it was axiomatic […] that understanding could not yield faith.’
642

 Certainly when it was 

formulated against Judaism, the defence and explanation of the Christian faith was a 

conjunction of rationes and biblical auctoritates.
643

 Even Raymond Lull, who was convinced 

that the Christian truth could be proved demonstratively by rationes, stressed the importance 

                                                 
636

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 423-471 (IV-III, ‘La Méthode’); Dahan divides this part in two chapters : 

Ratio (427-440) and Auctoritas (440-470) ; id., ‘L’usage de la ration dans la polémique contre les juifs’, in: H. 

Santiago-Otero (ed.), Diálogo filosófico-religioso entre cristianismo, judaismo y islamismo durante la edad 

media en la península ibérica, Brepols 1994, 289-308. 
637

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 470.  
638

 Ibid., 427ff; A. Funkenstein, ‘Basic Types’ of Christian Anti-Jewish Polemics in the Later Middle Ages’, 

Viator  2 (1971), 377-379.  
639

 Anna Sapir Abulafia concludes: ‘Ecclesiastical, spiritual, social and economic developments joined the 

intellectual momentum of the twelfth-century renaissance to make northwestern Europe more conscious of its 

Christian identity’; Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 66.  
640

 Funkenstein discerns four patterns in the varieties of anti-Jewish polemics, all of them already visible in the 

twelfth century: (1) the stereotype repetition of traditional arguments against the Jews, largely biblical; (2) the 

more rationalistic approach, considerably influenced by Anselm’s Cur Deus homo; (3) the attack against 

postbiblical Jewish religious literature; (4) the attempt to demonstrate the Christian truth with help of 

postbiblical Jewish literature. Funkenstein, ‘Basic Types’, 373-374. Funkenstein argues that these patterns 

occurred only partly chronological; they intertwined and cumulated. See also id., ‘Changes in the Patterns of 

Christian Anti-Jewish Polemic in the Twelfth Century [Hebrew]’, Zion 33 (1968), 125-144.   
641

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 430-431. 
642

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 79.  
643

 See ibid., 77-93. 
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of biblical arguments.
644

 Dominicans from the second half of the thirteenth century in 

particular, attempted to define a proper connection between auctoritas and ratio. The first 

chapters of Thomas Aquinas’s Summa contra gentiles provide a good example. By 

distinguishing between truths that are accessible by human reason and truths that exceed it, he 

develops a new methodology of Christian explanation and apologetic. The articles of faith 

belong to the first type of truth, philosophical truths to the second. Demonstration of the first 

type requires biblical auctoritas, while demonstration of the second type does not. The use of 

rationes can be supportive in the first operation, but is never decisive there. Auctoritates can 

certainly be instructive in the second operation, but are not indispensable, at least not in 

principle: the paths of reason are always full of danger, for different reasons, and therefore the 

adduction of auctoritates to prove truths that can be understood rationally, can be useful. 

Thomas also noticed the problem of using biblical arguments in a discussion with people who 

do not accept the authority of Scripture. This makes a discussion with, for example, Muslims 

and pagans difficult. How to show them the truth of the Christian articles of faith if they 

refuse to seriously consider biblical arguments?    

The apologetics of Thomas Aquinas do not stand in isolation. It is closely related to that of 

contemporary Dominicans, such as Thibaud of Sézanne and Raymond Martin. In this chapter 

I will explore the similarities and differences between the apologetic method of Thomas and 

Raymond. I will argue that Thomas formulated his position more precisely and 

systematically, while Raymond was the one who made a shared apologetic frame applicable 

for a missionary practice, correcting Thomas on a few points. I will also comment upon 

Raymond Lull’s criticism of the ‘Dominican’ method, especially with regard to the discussion 

with Muslims. I will show that the picture of this method given by Lull was one-sided. In the 

closing section, the question on methodical development in the work of Raymond Martin 

from the Explanatio in the 1250s to the Pugio in the 1270s will be discussed.  

 

 

 

1. Raymond Lull’s Picture of Raymond Martin’s Missionary Method 

 

How to discuss faith with Jews and Muslims? How to show them that their objections against 

the Christian faith are not valid? How to preach to them? How, if at all possible, to convert 

them? These were the central challenges for Raymond Martin and his fellow friars. They were 

preachers in a frontier society, lead by a ‘spirit of combative dialogue’.
645

 Recently, and in a 

very short time, the kings of Aragon and Castile had conquered vast Muslim territories. For 

these preachers the conquest represented a first phase of the Spanish crusade. Conversion of 

the Muslim population formed the next. Near the end of the first half of the thirteenth century, 

the situation on the Iberian Peninsula inspired the Spanish Dominicans to explore the 

possibilities of a large-scale mission to the Muslims. As we saw in the first chapter, their 

ambitions reached to North Africa.
646

 It seems that their dream of defeating Islam by 

preaching did also revive the age-old hope to rescue the Jews. Already from the 1240s, 

Muslims and Jews became the target of regular Dominican preaching in Aragon. But how to 

                                                 
644

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 424. 
645

 Burns, ‘Christian-Islamic Confrontation’, 1387. 
646

 Robin Vose argues convincingly that though among the Dominicans ‘external missionary prospects had 

already begun to emerge’ (106), the optismism was limited and always secondary to the main goal of the Order, 

that is, being ‘a pastoral organization devoted to the daunting task of helping the friars themseves and other 

Christians to live in the light of Scriptural truth and hopes of ultimate salvation’ (129). From that perspective the 

defence of the Christian faith against adversary claims of heretics, Jews, Muslims, and philosophers, was always 

more important than the dream of converting Jews or Muslims. See also Part IV.    
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preach? How to discuss? Method became an important factor. Steadily, a Dominican 

preaching and missionizing method was developed. 

Not all missionaries were Dominicans of course and the Dominican method was not 

applauded by all. In the writings of Raymond Lull, for example, criticism was vented upon 

the way Dominicans tried to convert Muslims. Lull’s criticism focused on one friar in 

particular, whom historians have identified often as Raymond Martin.
647

 In Chapter One, I 

noted that Lull blamed this friar of spoiling the chance to convert the Tunisian emir and, by 

consequence, of the opportunity to restitute a Christian nation in North Africa, a potential 

stronghold from which the Holy Land could be reconquered. I will read Lull’s account of 

Raymond Martin’s failure in this first section and evaluate his criticism on the Dominican 

method.
648

 This will present us with a first impression of Raymond’s approach, which will 

then be corrected and complemented by readings of Thomas Aquinas’s apologetic approach 

and Raymond Martin’s own writings.        

 

At five places in his work, Lull describes an encounter between a Christian religious and the 

king of Tunis: Blanquerna (ca. 1283), Disputatio fidei et intellectus (1303), Convenientia fidei 

et intellectus (ca. 1304), Liber de fine (1305), and Liber de acquisitione Terrae Sanctae 

(1310).
649

 The central theme of the narrative is that a Christian/Catholic religious/friar tries to 

convert the king but fails because he holds that the Christian faith cannot be proved, only 

believed and confirmed. The fact that Lull returned to the story several times in the first 

decades of the fourteenth century shows that it had special importance for him. He does not 

simply tell an anecdote, he has made it into a polemic. Lull intends to show the failure of a 

specific way of missionizing, that is, the Dominican way. According to Joachim Lavajo, Lull 

needed to defend his own Ars over against the success of the Dominican method.
650

 Therefore 

he attacked the icon of the Dominican missionaries in Aragon. It was not necessary to 

mention the name of the friar, since in the first decade of the fourteenth century the memory 

and fame of Raymond Martin was still very much alive and, according to Lavajo, Lull’s 

public knew perfectly well whom he attacked in the story.
651

 I will return later to the 

identification of Lull’s friar with Raymond Martin and to the question how accurate the 

picture is which Lull gives of his namesake’s method. But first we should read the 

narrative:
652

  

                                                 
647

 Longpré was the first to suggest that Raymond Lull had Raymond Martin in mind; Longpré, ‘Le B. Raymond 

Lulle et Raymond Martí’, 197-200; see Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 376.    
648

 A recent analysis of Lull’s criticism on Raymond Martin is part of Alexander Fidora’s article ‘Ramon Martí 

in Context’, 376-381. I come to similar conclusions as Fidora.   
649

 For the exact references, see J. Lavajo, ‘The Apologetical Method of Raymond Martí according to the 

Problematic of Raymond Lull’, Islamochristiana 11 (1985), 155-176. For a precise analysis of the development 

of the narrative in Lull’s works Fidora refers to: H. Hames, ‘Through Ramon Lull’s Looking Glass. What was 

the Thirteenth-Century Dominican Mission really about?’, in: M. Ripoll e.a. (eds.), Actes de les jornades 

lullianes en homenatge a J.N. Hillgarth & A. Bonner. Palma, 25 I 26 de febrer de 2010, Palma 2012, 51-74; see 

Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 376, n. 10.      
650

 See also Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 380.  
651

 Lavajo, ‘The Apologetical Method, 162; 164-165. 
652

 I have copied, with a few changes, the English translation of Lavajo (‘The Apologetical Method’, 159-160), 

which is in fact a synopsis. Lavajo gives a full translation of the passage from Liber de acquisitione Terrae 

Sanctae (Book on the conquering of the Holy Land) and adds elements from the other texts that are absent in De 

acquisitione. In the appendix of his article (174-176), Lavajo includes the original texts, of which the first 

(Blanquerna) was written in Spanish and the others in Latin. The words between brackets are Lavajo’s additions 

from the other texts. Another English translation of the passage from Liber de acquisitione Terrae Sanctae is 

given by J. Cohen, ‘The Christian Adversary of Solomon ben Adret’, JQR 71 (1980), 49-50; see also H. Hames, 

The Art of Conversion. Christianity & Kabbalah in the Thirteenth Century, Leiden 2000, 111-112. The Latin 

works of Raymond Lull are collected in the series Raimundi Lulli Opera Latina (ROL), F. Stegmüller e.a. (eds.), 

vols. 1-5, Palma 1959-1967; vol. 6- in: CCCM, Turnhout 1975-    
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It is said (not yet long ago) that a certain Christian religious, possessing a good knowledge (of 

history) and of the Arabic language, travelled to Tunis in order to hold a discussion with the king 

whose name was Miramoli.
653

 That friar (since he was not much learned in logic and natural 

science, although he was illustrious in moral science)  proved (in Arabic) (in function of such 

morality) by means of precepts and examples, that (faith) and the law of Muhammad were wrong 

and false, (which was easy to prove). The above-mentioned Saracen king, who knew logic very well 

and natural science, realized that the proofs were true; he agreed with his words (and said that he 

would approve of the faith of the Christians). He therefore affirmed, “I do not remain to be a 

Saracen; thus, prove your faith to me (by necessary reasons) and I will become a Christian together 

with all the men in my kingdom, under penalty of death”. Then the friar (who was not much learned 

in philosophy and theology) said, “The faith of the Christians is so transcendent that it can not be 

proved (by necessary reasons); (it is only to be believed) (nothing else). Here is the Creed explained 

in Arabic. Believe it [i.e. the Creed] (and you will be saved)”. The friar had spoken in this manner 

because, although he was learned and an ethicist, the arguments he submitted were merely 

‘positive’ and not ‘probative’.
654

 Then the king said, “This is no proof; on the contrary, all is 

‘positive’. (Therefore) I would not exchange my belief for another but I would willingly exchange 

my belief for the understanding of the truth. Therefore you behaved very badly since you rejected 

the law which I obeyed and now you cannot rationally prove yours to me, so that I remain without 

any law (since being neither a Christian, a Saracen, or a Jew)”. Then the king (had him defamed) 

and dishonourably banished him from his kingdom together with his companions. I met this friar 

and his companions (and spoke with them).  

Later on this friar learned to speak Hebrew, and, among others, used to dispute rather frequently in 

Barcelona with a certain Jew, very learned in Hebrew and a Rabbi. This Jew told me several times 

that on many occasions he had said to this friar that if he showed himself to understand what he 

believed in his faith [i.e. Christianity], he [i.e. the Jew] would make himself Christian. The friar 

used to reply that he could not [rationally] understand [his own faith]; wherefore the Jew remained 

as he was, despising our law as improbable and untrue.
655

 

I have recounted all these things for the following reasons: if the above-mentioned religious man 

could in fact have given convincing and irrefutable reasons concerning our faith in such a way that 

the king could not answer them – (these reasons are found implicitly in Sacred Scripture and I am 

sure that they are to be found in my above-mentioned books, as one can see from them) –, that king 

would have become a Christian and, consequently, many others, as he had said.
656

 (Indeed the 
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 The name Miramoli, or Miramamolinus (Convenientia), or Murmiamoli (De fine), is a corruption of the 

Arabic title amir al-mu’minin (‘Emir of the Believers’), which refers to the renowned Tunisian king al-

Mustansir (1249-1277), whom I already mentioned in my first chapter. For an explanation of the name 

Miramoli, see Lavajo, ‘The Apologetical Method’, 161.  
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 A better translation for ‘the arguments he submitted were merely ‘positive’ and not ‘probative’’ is:  ‘he was 

only stating the matter and not proving it with arguments.’ 
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 The translation of these lines about the frequent disputations between the friar and the rabbi in Barcelona, I 

have drawn from Cohen, ‘The Christian Adversary’, 50; see also Hames, The Art of Conversion, 112, 258.   
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 De acquisitione ends here. In De fine the narrative continues. The Latin text in De acquisitione reads as 

follows: ‘Narratur quod quidam christianus religiosus bene in arabico litteratus, fuit Tunicium disputandum cum 

rege, qui Miramoli vocabatur. Illo vero frater probavit ei per mores et exempla quod lex Mahometi erat erronea 

atque falsa; rex dictus sarracenus, qui logicalibus et naturalibus erat sciens, cognivit istius probationes esse 

veras, et sic consensit dictis eius dicens; “Abhinc nolo esse sarracenus, et proba michi fidem tuam et volo fieri 

christianus et sic volo de omnibus regni mei ut sub poena decapitationis omnes efficiantur christiani.” Tunc ille 

frater: “Fides christianorum non potest probari sed ecce symbolum in arabico expositum; credas ipsum.” Hoc 

dixit ille frater quia licet litteratus esset et moralis, positivus tantum erat et non cum rationibus probativus. Tunc 

rex dixit: “Ego non dimitterem credere pro credere, sed credere pro vero intelligere multum libens, et sic male 

fecisti, quia legem quam habebam, reprobasti postquam tuam michi non potes cum rationibus approbare, 

quoniam modo remanebo sine lege.” Et tunc fecit illum cum suis sociis omnibus e regno eiici inhoneste. Istum 

fratrem et suos socios ego vidi. Ulterius sciebat loqui hebraice ille frater, et inter alios cum quodam iudeo, valde 

in hebraico litterato et magistro, Barcinone frequentius disputabat: qui iudeus aliquociens michi dixit quod 

pluries dixerat illi fratri quod si in fide sua promittebat se intelligere quod credebat, ipse se faceret christianum. 

Et frater respondebat quod intelligere non poterat, quare iudeus remansit sicut erat spernendo legem nostram 
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saintly king Louis of France had by this time gone to Tunis together with his large army and, had 

the above-mentioned Saracen king agreed, his whole native land would have already been 

converted and thus the Holy Land would have been retrieved. Therefore let conscience pass 

sentence on those who can do good, and for such were designated, but who do not act accordingly 

and completely neglect the good).
657

  

 

The way Lull tells the story immediately refers to his own alternative missionary principles. 

His most important principle was that preachers in their explanation of the Christian truth 

should bring forward rational arguments that have real evidential value: rationes necessariae, 

rationes cogentes; that they would be probativus with their arguments. Lull’s writings intend 

to provide such a rationality of the Christian faith.
658

 Notwithstanding his erudition and virtue, 

which must have impressed the Tunisian king, and after having convinced him of the errors of 

Islam, the friar of Lull’s story was not able to take the final step in persuading the eager king, 

simply because he took the view that the real proof for the Christian faith can only be found in 

Holy Scripture: ‘He was merely positive’, that is, his explanation of the Creed was based 

solely on auctoritates, scriptural proof texts and scriptural reasoning, and his rationes were 

not necessariae, cogentes, that is, decisive, conclusive. The king, an expert in logic and 

natural science, and not convinced of the authority of the Christian Scriptures, was not 

prepared to be satisfied with less than convincing, necessary rationes. The friar, unable or 

unwilling to give them, stood powerless as a result.  

Just like the king, the ‘learned Jew’ asked the friar to give him rational understanding of the 

Christian faith. Again the friar was keen enough in showing the errors of his adversary’s faith, 

but totally unable to give a persuasive rationality of his own faith. In contrast to this, Lull 

believed that faith and reason should be combined in a more fruitful way. He was more 

optimistic about the power of human reason in matters of faith and believed that faith and 

reason would deepen and reinforce each other.
659

 Elaborating on both Augustine’s conception 

of Christian wisdom and the Anselmian fides quaerens intellectum, Lull teaches that faith can 

reach true understanding.
660

  

Several historians have concluded that Raymond Martin must have been Lull’s model for 

the Catholic friar. Longpré was the first and his arguments were listed once again by Joachim 

Lavajo and Eusebi Colomer.
661

 If we accept their conclusion the question is whether Lull’s 

description does justice to Raymond Martin. On certain points it certainly does, on other 

points I would say that Lull made quite a caricature of the Dominican.
662

 First of all, his 

                                                                                                                                                         
tanquam improbabilem et non veram. Hec omnia propter hoc hic narravi: nam si predictus religiosus de fide 

nostra dare scivisset cogentes rationes et insolubiles a predicto ille factis fuisset christianus et per consequens 

plures alii, sicut dixi, quae rationes possibiles sunt reperiri, sicut certus sum et paratus sum demonstrare.’     
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658
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teológico.’ Colomer, ‘Ramón Llull y Ramón Martí’, EL 78 (1988), 5. 
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ibid., 36.  
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biographical facts seem to be only partly correct. He notes that Raymond Martin was a 

learned friar, that he knew Arabic, and that he was an important missionary who even gained 

access to the court of the emir of Tunis. His statement, however, that Raymond ‘was not much 

learned in theology and philosophy’ is hardly conceivable. Raymond probably studied 

theology at the Dominican studium generale in Paris and his writings show that he was at 

least well-versed in Arabic philosophy. Thus, at least on this point, Lull’s statement is highly 

biased and should be read as ‘not the sort of theologian and philosopher I would prefer’.  

Second, Lull’s description of Raymond’s method is a rough generalisation.  He is of course 

right that Raymond believed that the Christian faith could not be proved by means of rationes 

necessariae and that Scripture was the key to the mysteries of faith. Eusebi Colomer’s 

conclusion, however, is very true:  
 

It is certain, as we have seen, that the thinking of Martí is much more positive than that of Lull. But 

one should certainly not see it as a mere positivism of the revelation which contents itself with 

reciting the Creed in front of a non-Chrstian interlocutor, meanwhile saying to him, as Bonhoeffer 

reproached in our days the fideism of Barth, “Eat the bird or die.”
663

  

 

Indeed, the difference between Raymond Lull and Raymond Martin should not be reduced to 

the contrast between scriptural and rational.
664

 Rather, it has to do with two different 

conceptions of the use of reason in matters of faith.
665

 That this is true will be shown in the 

remainder of my study, particularly in the following sections and in my analysis of Raymond 

Martin’s explanation of the Trinity and his reading of the seventy weeks prophesy in Dan 

9:24-27. Raymond certainly did not propagate a medieval form of fideism. He made use of 

rational arguments in a differentiated way.
666

 Logical, linguistic, and historical arguments go 

together with scriptural reasoning and the use of arguments adopted from opponents. Lavajo 

is very right in stating that:  
 

The Lullian insinuation that Martí “was merely positive and non-probative with reasons” is false. 

Actually, he knew how to link the conclusions of reason with those of faith in agreement with the 

unitary concept of the science of his era in which philosophy could not be separated from the 

theological context. Like Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, Martí considered philosophy as a 

rational foundation of theology in a harmonious synthesis which included the Greek and Arab 

philosophies, a synthesis which is within the basis of the flourishing of Christian Scholasticism. His 

whole work illustrates this statement.
667

  

 

There is a third point which makes Lull’s description of Raymond Martin’s method deficient. 

Raymond would never have left it at simply bringing forward biblical texts as proof without 
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arguing from the Qur’an that Muslims should accept the authority of the Bible. At least, this is 

the procedure he followed in the Explanatio.
668

  

To conclude, if we accept the conclusions of several historians that Raymond Martin is the 

friar depicted by Raymond Lull, this picture is defective at three points: 1) Raymond’s 

knowledge of philosophy and theology; 2) his epistemic view regarding the relationship 

between reason and faith; 3) his apologetic view regarding the discussion with Muslims.
669

 

Thus, Fidora is certainly right when he concludes that ‘there are some reasons to doubt that 

Martí was in fact the anonymous missionary whom Lull depicted.’
670

 Nevertheless, Lull’s 

picture of the missionary is useful in getting a clearer picture of the missionary Raymond 

Martin must have been. In the following sections I will fill in the details of his epistemic and 

apologetic principles. Since these were formulated more theoretically by Thomas Aquinas, 

especially in the first chapters of the Summa contra gentiles, I will treat Thomas first and then 

show that methodically Raymond was very much related to Thomas.         

 

 

 

2. Apologetics in Aquinas’s Summa contra Gentiles 

 

There are a few places in the writings of Thomas Aquinas, where he speaks explicitly about 

the manner of explaining the Christian faith and defending it against non-Christians or 

‘erring’ Christians. The best-known place is the introduction to the Summa contra gentiles (cs. 

1-9). Another important place is the first two chapters of the De rationibus fidei,
671

 a small 

treatise written around 1266 in response to a letter of, most likely, a cantor from the city of 

Antioch,
672

 who presented to Thomas some objections of Muslims, Jews, and eastern 

Christians against central Catholic doctrines. A third locus classicus is the Summa theologiae 

II-II, q. 10 a. 7, where Thomas treats the question whether public dispute with infidels should 

be allowed.
673

 His epistemic and apologetic rules are most extensively formulated and 
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explained in the introductory chapters of the Summa contra gentiles. Therefore, I will first 

summarize these chapters and subsequently add the relevant facts from the mentioned places 

in De rationibus fidei and the Summa theologiae.
674

   

 

 

The double task of a wise man 

The Summa contra gentiles intends to be a book of theological wisdom, or of ‘faith-based 

reason’, as Gilles Emery calls Thomas’s intention to show how the Christian faith may be 

grasped by human reason.
675

 In the first chapter, Thomas informs the reader that he wants to 

be a student of the scientia veritatis, the ‘science of the truth’.
676

 He starts with a definition of 

Aristotle: a wise man is someone who orders and governs his things properly and attunes 

them to their end; only then do they get their proper disposition. Ultimate wisdom, thus, is 

only gained by considering the ultimate end, which is the ultimate principle as well as the 

origin of everything that exists, the truth of all truth, divine Wisdom. The science of this truth 

should be called scientia divina, ‘divine science’. As it belongs to each science to pursue one 

of two contraries and to oppose the other (for example, Medicine seeks to effect health and 

eliminate illness), a man who pursues divine science and wisdom has a double task to 

perform: he needs to meditate and present the divine truth, and he should unmask and dispel 

opposing errors and falsehood. This twofold orientation is expressed in Proverbs 8:7, ‘My 

mouth shall meditate truth, and my lips shall hate impiety.’
677

  

After Thomas has defined the double task of a wise man, he shows himself a realist as to 

the execution of this task. Though he thinks he has the confidence to embark upon it, he 

expects that the task will surpass his limited powers.
678

 The excuse does not seem to be made 

pro forma or from a feigned modesty, for the three obstacles described by Thomas are very 

real and, according to him, partly inherent to the science of the divine truth. The first lies at 
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the level of epistemology and it is treated extensively (cc. 3-8). The second and third 

constitute problems of communication (c. 2): a deficient knowledge of the adversary’s beliefs 

and, in case of a debate between Christians and Muslims, the lack of a shared body of holy 

scriptures. In the following three subsections I will discuss the epistemic problem. After that I 

will treat the other two obstacles.     

 

 

The epistemic problem 

Thomas notes, as many Christian theologians did before him, that certain divine truths exceed 

the power of human reason. These truths can never be understood rationally; an attempt to 

prove them by rational arguments is by definition problematic. The barrier is described in 

Chapter Three of the Contra gentiles, where Thomas presents the basics of his epistemology. 

His apologetic approach, of which different aspects are treated in the Chapters Four to Nine, 

are fundamentally grounded in his epistemic view.  

Concurring with Aristotle, Thomas says that the way of making truth known is not always 

the same. It depends on the nature of the thing one wants to uncover. The nature of the divine 

truth is twofold in its relation to human reason. On the one hand there are divine truths that 

natural reason is capable of understanding, such as that God exists, that He is One, or that it is 

not against God’s simplicity when certain divine properties are attributed to Him.
679

 Most of 

these truths were already proven demonstratively in philosophy, by scholars who were guided 

by the light of natural reason. On the other hand, there are divine truths that exceed the 

capacities of human reason. These are the truths of the Christian faith in the strict sense. The 

Trinity is an example of it. It will never be entirely understood nor explained.  

According to Thomas, the epistemic knot which obstructs a full grasp of the truths of faith 

results from the fact that we are creatures. To be a creature means that our knowledge always 

starts a sensu, at least in our present life. Knowledge of sensible things cannot lead us to a 

knowledge of God’s essence and nature, for sensible things are effects that fall short of the 

power of their cause. Thomas takes the gradation of intellects as an illustration of this point. 

The difference in intellect between an ordinary man who cannot grasp the subtle speculations 

of philosophy and the greatest philosopher is far less than the difference between the human 

intellect and the intellect of an angel, since the substance of an angel is nobler than sensible 

things and the human soul. But still, the divine intellect surpasses the angelic intellect far 

more than the angelic surpasses that of humanity, since the divine intellect is in its capacity 

equal to its substance and therefore fully understands who He is. We should therefore be very 

modest about our investigations into the divine, since God is the most excellent substance that 

exists. To use a comparison of Aristotle: our intellect is related to the prime beings, as the eye 

of a bat to the sun.
680

  

Nonetheless, after having quoted Paul’s ‘we know in part’ (I Cor. 13:9) and having stressed 

that not all divine truths can be investigated by human reason, Thomas argues that this does 

not mean that such truths should immediately be rejected as false, as ‘the Manicheans and 

many unbelievers’ do.
681

 Just as it would be thoughtless of an ordinary man to assert that the 

philosopher’s propositions are false because he does not possess the intellectual capacities to 

understand them, it would be foolish to suspect what is divinely revealed through the ministry 

of angels to be false, simply because it cannot be proved by human reason.  
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Five quaestiones against rationalism 

In the following chapters (cs. 4-8), Thomas treats a few questions that are related to the 

formulated epistemic fundamentals. They are submitted in order to avert false conclusions 

from these fundamentals. Thomas argumentation shows that these chapters are not theoretical 

exercises, but responses to opinions held by concrete groups. The chapters are respectively 

entitled: 1) that the truth about divine things which is attainable by reason is fittingly proposed 

to man as an object of belief; 2) that those things which cannot be investigated by reason are 

fittingly proposed to man as an object of belief; 3) that it is not a mark of levity to assent to 

the things that are of faith, although they are above reason; 4) that the truth of reason is not in 

opposition to the truth of the Christian faith; 5) in what relation human reason stands to the 

truth of faith.
682

 In fact, these chapters are quaestiones in which Thomas counters a too 

rationalistic approach of the divine.   

   In the first question Thomas attacks a conception of knowledge and faith which he deems to 

be too elitist. He states that capturing divine truths accessible to human reason is a long and 

hard way and not without danger. Most of us are not able to pursue it to the end. Personal or 

social circumstances, lack of strength or capacity, human weakness, or passions ruling the 

powers of the soul are important impediments. In order to prevent that this type of divine 

truths would only be accessible to a small group of privileged intellectuals, it was necessary 

that Scripture revealed the whole truth and not only those truths which principally exceed the 

powers of human reason. It seems that Thomas here objects against the disdain of certain 

philosophers towards the content and language of Scripture, seemingly rude and simple and 

unworthy of comparison with the nobility of philosophical writing. In any case, the question 

is another warning against a too optimistic view on the capacities of natural reason.
683

  

In the second and third question another expression of rationalism is criticized. Parts of it 

form an attack on Judaism (although a very short and implicit one), and even more 

extensively, on Islam. This is not a coincidence. Many medieval Jewish and Muslim 

polemicists touch upon the assumed irrationality of the Christian articles of faith.
684

 Rabbi 

Moses ben Nahman, for example, states during the Disputation of Barcelona that the Christian 

dogma cannot be accepted by reason, is not admitted by nature, and is not supported by the 

prophets.
685

 The claim that the central doctrines of Christianity are in contradiction with logic 

was also made in the famous Kuzari of Judah Halevi (1085-1141).
686

 It appears to be 

Thomas’s view that Jews and Muslims should raise their stakes: Too much of their doctrine is 

determined by human considerations; men are ordained towards a higher good than they can 

experience in the present life, he argues. With the Christian truths of faith, God calls the 

human mind to something higher than it can reach by itself. People should learn to desire this 

higher good and tend towards it. These truths are the special quality of Christianity, which, 
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according to Thomas, promises more spiritual and eternal goods to mankind than other 

religions and which proposes many things that transcend the human senses. Therefore 

Christianity represents the true religion.
687

  

   It seems to me that the fourth and fifth question reflect a discussion with Latin Averroists, 

or heterodox Aristotelians.
688

 Scholars of the Parisian faculty of Arts started to separate the 

truths of human reason and experience from the truths of faith, which lead to the notorious 

Latin Averroistic proposition of the double truth. The authority of Christian faith was 

challenged and this incited vehement discussions between traditional theologians (and 

philosophers), who wanted to define the relationship between faith and reason more 

intimately, and the scholars who believed to base themselves on the teachings of Averroes. In 

the fourth and fifth question, Thomas parries the danger that his position results into a double 

truth, an unbridgeable gap between faith and reason. He does not allow that rational and 

religious truths are played off against one another.
689

 He argues that the Christian truths of 

faith can impossibly be opposed to the truths of reason, simply because both kinds of truth are 

true and only the false is opposed to the truth.   

Thus, three forms of a rationalist treatment of the Christian faith are countered by Thomas 

in these chapters: 1) a general optimism on human reasoning in relation to divine truths; 2) a 

criticism on the Christian faith, especially of Jews and Muslims, maintaining that Christian 

doctrine is largely irrational; 3) a philosophical position leading to an opposition between 

human thought and pious belief, opening the door to fideism. Thomas’s attack on these 

expressions of rationalism show that he defended a middle way between two extreme 

approaches to the Christian faith: the presumption that its doctrines can be proved by natural 

reason versus the view that these doctrines exceed human reason entirely. For Thomas both 

ways are blind alleys. In his view there is one divine Truth, permeating all natural and human 

truth, thus making it accessible to human reason, although only partly and with much effort.  

Daniel Lasker draws an interesting comparison between Thomas and the Jewish 

Averroists.
690

  He argues that the latter claim Judaism to be rational, in the sense that ‘its 

doctrines were not found by reason to be logically self-contradictory and, hence, impossible 

[…] Philosophy cannot be used to “prove” a religion; it may be employed, though, to 

“disprove” one.’ According to Lasker, Thomas’s defence is formulated ‘in terms which 

echoed the statements of the Jewish averroists’. Indeed, both Thomas and many Jewish 

polemicists accept from Averroes that the truths of faith are of another kind than the 

philosophical truths, and that the latter cannot prove the first. On this point Jewish polemicists 

follow Maimonides, who posited a distinction between two kinds of impossibility: ideas can 

be naturally or rationally impossible. They conclude that aspects of Judaism belong to the 

naturally impossible, but never stand in contradiction to natural reason, while the central 

Christian doctrines are both naturally and rationally impossible. While acknowledging the 

Maimonidean distinction and the fact that tenets of the Christian faith challenge the rules of 
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nature, Thomas rejects the conclusion that the central Christian doctrines belong to the 

rational impossible. He always takes pains to show how natural reason does not exclude the 

truths of the Christian faith, without pretending that reason might prove them.
691

   

 

 

Apologetics 

The point that the Christian truths of faith are neither rationally demonstrable nor inaccessible 

to natural reason is crucial. It constitutes one of the main apologetic challenges taken up in 

Thomas’s, as well as in Raymond’s work: to show that the Christian faith is not incompatible 

with human reason and logic. Closely connected to this effort is Thomas’s statement that 

every rational criticism on a truth of faith is refutable. Since a double truth is impossible and 

what is held by faith ‘is confirmed in a way that is so clearly divine’, arguments against the 

faith must be erroneous in any case.
692

 Such counter-arguments must be ‘incorrectly derived 

from the first and self-evident principles imbedded in nature […] They are either probable or 

sophistic. And so there exists the possibility to answer them.’
693

  

These conclusions are translated into apologetic principles. Thomas makes a broad 

distinction between manifestation of the Christian truths and refutation of error and false 

objections. The refutation of error is defined primarily as an effort of natural reason and the 

manifestation of truths (of faith) as an effort of primarily biblical reasoning. Thus two main 

parameters for Christian apologetics have been set. A third parameter functions as a bridge 

between manifestation by auctoritates and refutation by rationes: the defence of the Christian 

faith by rationes, an effort intending to show that faith and reason do not exclude each other. 

A precarious part of a defence of the Christian faith by rationes is the use of the so-called 

similitudines (‘similarities’). Natural reason can gather certain true similarities of the truth of 

faith. They fall short as positive proof, since they do not show the truth in itself. Because of 

this they are weak (debile) and should be employed very carefully in a debate with critics of 

the Christian faith; they may easily have a negative result, confirming adversaries in their 

error, since the impression might occur that Christianity is largely based on weak arguments. 

Nevertheless these similitudines are useful, especially for Christians themselves. They give 

exercitium et solatium (‘exercise and relief’).
694

 And, ‘to see something of the loftiest 

realities, however thin and weak the sight may be, is, as our previous remarks indicate, a 

cause of the greatest joy.’
695

  

                                                 
691

 See Lasker, Jewish Philosophical Polemics, 28-39. Maimonides’ position can be found in More Nevukim 

(Guide of the Perplexed); S. Pines (trans.), The Guide of the Perplexed. Translated with an Introduction and 

Notes by Shlomo Pines. With an Introductory Essay by Leo Strauss (2 vols.), Chicago 1963, vol. 2, 459-461. His 

distinction between natural and rational impossibility is part of the discussion concerning divine act and 

freedom. Maimonides acknowledges that it belongs to God’s omnipotence to challenge the laws of nature. 

Judaism is founded on such divine acts, which are miracles. But ‘the power over the maker of the impossible is 

not attributed to the deity’, Maimonides says (trans. Pines, vol. 2, 459). That means, that God cannot ‘cause a 

logical contradiction to exist’, despite His omnipotence (Lasker, 32). For example, He cannot bring into being ‘a 

square whose diagonal is equal to one of its sides’ (trans. Pines, vol. 2, 460). He neither can create someone like 

Himself or annihilate Himself, or become a body, or change, etc. (ibid.) 
692

 ScG I, c. 7.  
693

 Ibid.: ‘Quaecumque argumenta contra fidei documenta ponantur, haec ex principiis primis naturae inditis, per 

se notis, non recte procedere. Unde nec demonstrationis vim habent, sed vel sunt rationes probabiles vel 

sophisticae; et sic ad ea solvenda locus relinquitur.’ 
694

 Ibid., c. 9: ‘Sunt tamen, ad hujusmodi veritatem manifestandam, rationes aliquae verisimiles inducendae, ad 

fidelium quidem exercitium et solatium, non autem ad adversaries convincendos.’ 
695

 Ibid., c. 8: ‘Humana igitur ratio, ad cognoscendum fidei veritatem, quae solum videntibus divinam 

substantiam potest esse notissima, ita se habet quod ad eam potest aliquis veras similitudines colligere. Quae 

tamen non sufficiunt ad hoc, quod praedicta veritas quasi demonstrative vel per se intellecta comprehendatur. 

Utile tamen est ut, in hujusmodi rationibus, quantumcumque debilibus, se men humana exerceat, dummodo desit 
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The carefulness with which Thomas wants to employ similitudines should not detract us 

from the fact that, within his epistemic and apologetic scheme, rationes of the Christian faith 

are essential, even as a part of the manifestation of the Christian faith to non-Christians. 

Thomas prefers to attribute to them only a supportive and at the most confirmative function in 

relation to auctoritates, evidence from Holy Scripture.
696

 But in spite of this, his writings 

show that he employs them abundantly and brilliantly. A good example of this is De 

rationibus fidei, which in fact is a rational defence of the tenets of the Christian faith.
697

  

 

 

Two problems of inter-religious communication 

Thomas mentions two points which make religious communication with non-Christians 

problematic. He mentions them already in Chapter Two of the Contra gentiles:  

 
To proceed against individual errors, however, is a difficult business, and this for two reasons. In 

the first place, it is difficult because the sacrilegious remarks of individual men who have erred are 

not so well known to us so that we may use what they say as the basis of proceeding to a refutation 

of their errors [...] In the second place, it is difficult because some of them, such as the Muslims and 

the pagans, do not agree with us in accepting the authority of any Scripture, by which they may be 

convinced of their error.
698

  

 

The first statement regards ‘the problem of cultural distance, both historically and 

geographically’.
699

 It is often difficult to refute ‘errors’ in matters of faith, since they usually 

belong to other times, places, cultures, and religions. Thomas illustrates his own inadequacy 

at this point by referring to the old doctors who were well equipped to refute the errors of the 

gentiles, because they were once gentiles themselves, or at least conversant with their 

doctrines.
700

  

The second problem ‘has to do with the manner of communication.’
701

 It directly results 

from the epistemological view that the core truths of Christian doctrine exceed the natural 

reason and can only be proved by means of Holy Scripture. Thus, a serious discussion on 

these truths can only be executed, when one’s interlocutor accepts the revelatory authority of 

the Bible. This leads Thomas to the statement that while a discussion with Jews can be 

                                                                                                                                                         
comprehendendi vel demonstrandi praesumptio; quia de rebus altissimus, etiam parva et debili consideratione, 

aliquid posse inspicere jucundissimum est, ut ex dictis [i.e. c. 5] apparet.’ 
696

 See Valkenberg, ‘How to Talk to Strangers?’, esp. 33-34. The fourth part of the Summa contra gentiles shows 

how rationes function as part of an explanation of the truths of faith. For more conclusions on Thomas’s view 

regarding the relationship between auctoritas and ratio, see P. Valkenberg, Words of the Living God. Place and 

Function of Holy Scripture in the Theology of St. Thomas Aquinas, Louvain 2000, 15: According to Thomas, 

‘the role of Scripture in theology is different in relation to the different purposes of theological argumentation. If 

the purpose is instruction in faith, authorities from Scripture are more important than rationes; if the purpose is 

the defence of faith by removing doubts and errors, auctoritates are the most important means as well, 

depending on the kind of authorities accepted by the opponents. But if the purpose is a deeper understanding of 

the matters of faith by students, rationes are more important than auctoritates since the purpose of such a 

disputatio magistralis is that the hearers know why the sayings are true rather than knowing that they are true’; 

see q. IV de quolibet, 9.3 co.   
697

 See below. 
698

 ScG I, c. 2: ‘Contra singulorum autem errores difficile est procedere propter duo. Primo, quia non ita sunt 

nobis nota singulorum errantium dicta sacrilega, ut, ex his quae dicunt, possimus rationes assumere ad eorum 

errores destruendos [...] Secundo, quia quidam eorum, ut Machmetistae et pagani, non conveniunt nobiscum in 

auctoritate alicuius scripturae per quam possint convinci’. 
699

 Valkenberg, ‘How to Talk to Strangers?’, 30. 
700

 ScG I, c. 2: ‘Hoc enim modo usi sunt antiqui doctores in destructionem errorum Gentilium, quorum 

positiones scire poterant, quia et ipsi Gentiles fuerant, vel saltem inter Gentiles conversati et in eorum doctrinis 

eruditi.’  
701

 Valkenberg, ‘How to Talk to Strangers?’, 31. 
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executed on the basis of the Old Testament, and with (Christian) heretics on the basis of the 

New Testament, a debate with Muslims and pagans about matters of faith is more complicated 

since ‘they do not agree with us on the authority of any of the Scriptures through which they 

might be convinced’, and thus, the Christian debater can only take his recourse to natural 

reason, which, as we saw, Thomas takes to be deficient in divine matters.
702

  

 

 

The structure of the Contra gentiles 

Thomas’s epistemological scheme determines the general plan of the Summa contra gentiles. 

He is occupied with truths accessible to reason in the books I-III; the truths of faith, 

inaccessible to reason, are the object of book IV. At both stages, the double task he has set 

himself, that is, manifestation of truth and refutation of error, directs his argumentation. At 

both stages too, he follows a scheme of origin-return (exitus-reditus), ‘which directed his 

commentary on the Sentences an was later to dictate the organization of the Summa 

theologiae.’
703

 He first considers the things that belong to God in Himself (book I: God’s 

simplicity; book IV: God’s Trinity), then the things that come forth from God (book II: 

creatures; book IV: Christ), and finally the ordering of creatures to God as to their ultimate 

end (book III: creatures; book IV: Christ’s works of salvation, especially the resurrection of 

the body, the final happiness of souls, and all that follows from this).
704

  

The apologetic rules which Thomas defines in the introductory chapters of the book are 

consistently applied. In the books I-III, dealing with those divine truths that are accessible to 

natural reason, rational argumentation is predominant, while biblical arguments serve a 

supportive function. In book IV, explaining the Christian truths of faith, the order is reversed: 

biblical argumentation comes first, followed by rationes. The fact that at both stages both 

kinds of argument are used and attuned to each other, proves Thomas’s preoccupation with a 

proper relationship between faith and reason, and reveals his ongoing attempt to show the 

rational possibility of Christianity.   

 

 

Application in De rationibus fidei  

Given the purpose of De rationibus fidei and the fact that it was written in the period in which 

Thomas was finishing the Summa contra gentiles,
705

 it is not surprising that the epistemic and 

apologetic principles of the latter were applied in the first, as Pim Valkenberg convincingly 

argues.
706

 De rationibus intends to defend and explain the Christian faith largely on the basis 

of natural reason. Noting that the apostle Peter (1 Pet 3:15) did not call on Christians to 

always be ready to ‘prove’ their faith (non dicit ‘parati semper ad probationem’) but to give 

full account of it (ad satisfactionem), which for Thomas means ‘showing in a reasonable way 

(rationabiliter) that the Catholic faith is not false’, he concludes that a Christian apologist 

                                                 
702

 ScG I, c. 2: ‘Sicut contra Judaeos disputare possumus per Vetus Testamentum; contra haereticos per Novum. 

Hi [i.e. Muslims and pagans] vero neutrum recipiunt. Unde necesse est ad naturalem rationem recurrere, cui 

omnes assentire coguntur; quae tamen in rebus divinis deficiens est.’  
703

 Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 75. 
704

 Ibid., 75-76. Emery calls the origin-return scheme ‘the theological order par excellence [...] God in Himself 

and the relationship of creatures to God (God the principle and God the end); he refers to II Sent, prol. and ScG 

I, c. 9; II, c. 4; IV, c. 1 (ibid. 75, n. 14). For other introductions to the method and plan of the Summa contra 

gentiles, among which the suggested origin-return scheme, see the references in note 674.    
705

 The work was probably written between 1265 and 1268, see Henk Schoot’s introduction to his Dutch 

translation of the text; Rekenschap van het geloof, 7, 10. In Chapter Three I argued that Peter Marc’s 

argumentation to shift the accepted dating of the Summa contra gentiles (1259-1265) to the beginning of the 

1270s is not convincing. Therefore I adhere to the common opinion that De rationibus fidei was written after 

Thomas had finished the larger part of the Contra gentiles. 
706

 Valkenberg, ‘How to Talk to Strangers?’, 35-40.  
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should only intend to defend his faith, not to prove it.
707

 The challenge of De rationibus is to 

submit rationes for the Christian faith, and thus show that the Christian faith and natural 

reason do not exclude each other, even though Christian doctrine is founded on revelation. 

The criticism of Christian doctrine countered by Thomas in De rationibus fidei regards the 

Trinity, the Incarnation, Christ’s passion and death, the Eucharist, life after death (especially 

purgatory), and man’s free will. Apart from the subject of purgatory, on which there exists a 

difference of opinion with the Christian ‘Greeks and Armenians’,
708

 Thomas particularly 

connects these subjects to criticism from Muslims.
709

 Thus, when Valkenberg remarks that 

this work ‘comes closest to any involvement by Aquinas in the practice of inter-religious 

dialogue’, it should be noted immediately, and Valkenberg is aware of it, that Thomas first 

and foremost has the dialogue with Muslims in mind.
710

 Of course, in Chapter Seven, where 

Thomas treats Christ’s passion, the Jews are mentioned as well: ‘Yet we argue presently 

against those who say they are worshippers of God, whether Muslims or Christians or 

Jews.’
711

 There are, however, two reasons why Thomas focuses more on the Muslims than on 

the Jews. In the first chapter, where he summarizes the criticism on the Christian faith which 

occasioned the cantor to ask him for comment, Thomas connects all points but one to the 

Saracens and does not mention the Jews at all. And at the end of the same chapter, he remarks 

that the cantor asked him for moral and philosophical reasons ‘which the Muslims would 

accept, for it would be useless to quote passages of Scripture against those who do not accept 

this authority.’ Consequently, apart from the discussion with the Greeks and Armenians on 

purgatory in Chapter Nine, which includes several quotations from the Old and the New 

Testament, De rationibus hardly contains any scriptural reasoning, but founds its 

argumentation almost completely on rationes. Thomas simply applies the guideline which he 

gives in the second chapter of the Contra gentiles and repeats in the first chapter of De 

rationibus: a discussion with Muslims can only be conducted on the basis of natural reason, 

since they do not accept the authority of Scripture. The principle that interreligious 

communication should only make use of shared sources of authority, is applied in Chapter 

Nine on purgatory as well. References to Scripture are no problem there, as it regards a 

discussion with Christians. 

In the second chapter of De rationibus fidei, Thomas formulates some apologetic devises 

which we recognize from our analysis of the Contra gentiles. He gives a brief statement about 

how to dispute with the ‘unbelievers’ (infideles). As in the Contra gentiles, he stresses that it 

would be wrong to try to prove the truths of faith with ‘necessary arguments’ (rationes 

necessariae). It would detract from the sublimity of the truth of faith, which exceeds the 
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 DRF, c. 2: ‘Ad hoc igitur debet tendere christiani disputatoris intentio in articulis fidei, non ut fidem probet, 

sed ut fidem defendat; unde et beatus Petrus non dicit “parati semper ad probationem”, sed “ad satisfactionem”, 

ut scilicet rationabiliter ostendatur non esse falsum quod fides catholica confitetur.’ 
708

 Ibid., c. 1: ‘Circa statum vero animarum post mortem Graecos et Armenos asseris errare dicentes quod 

animae usque ad diem iudicii nec puniuntur nec praemiantur, sed sunt quasi in sequestro, quia nec poenam nec 

praemia debent habere sine corpore; et in sui erroris assertionem inducunt quod Dominus in evangelio dicit: “In 

domo Patris mei mansiones multae sunt.”’   
709

 Ibid.: ‘Saracens’ are mentioned three times in c.1. First, in connection to the criticism on Christ as Son of 

God, the Trinity, Christ’s passion and crucifixion, and the Eucharist; second, in connection to predestination and 

free human will; third, in the following concluding words of the chapter: ‘On these questions you ask for moral 

and philosophical reasons which the Muslims can accept. For it would be useless to quote passages of Scripture 

against those who do not accept this authority.’ Eng. trans. Kenny, 33.       
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 Valkenberg, ‘How to Talk to Strangers?’, 35. 
711

 DRF, c. 7: Suscepimus autem praesentem disputationem ad eos qui se Dei cultores dicunt, sive sint 

Christiani, sive Saraceni, sive Iudaei.’ Eng. trans. Kenny, 42. Schoot has included the Jews in the subtitle of his 

translation – Antwoord op bezwaren van moslims, joden en oosterse christenen –, but it is his own subtitle and 

he notes that the Jews are never mentioned in existing traditional subtitles, only Saracens, Greeks, and 

Armenianos; see Schoot, Rekenschap van het geloof, 23.    
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human and even the angelic mind.
712

 And again, as in the Contra gentiles, he states that the 

Christian faith cannot be proved to be wrong by any ‘necessary argument’ (ratio necessaria), 

since it proceeds from the highest truth and what is true can never be convincingly declared 

untrue.
713

  

 

 

 

3. Epistemics and Apologetics in Raymond Martin  

 

The missionary methods of Raymond Lull and Raymond Martin deviate from Thomas’s 

apologetic scheme, each in a different way. Lull would have disagreed entirely with Thomas’s 

view on the use of rationes in the explanation of the Christian faith to non-Christians. For it 

was Lull’s effort to construct a rational argumentation powerful enough to persuade non-

Christians of the Christian truth. Thomas, on the other hand, maintained that a discussion with 

Muslims is problematic, since they do not accept the authority of the Bible, whereas biblical 

reasoning is, according to Thomas, the only way to prove the truth of the Christian faith. 

Indeed, Thomas’s position must have seemed rather discouraging for a missionary like 

Raymond Lull. If biblical reasoning cannot be employed in discussions with Muslims and 

rational arguments are too weak, the missionary largely stands with empty hands. Valkenberg 

concludes rightly: ‘One of the most important consequences of this approach […] is that 

Aquinas sees no possibilities for proper interreligious communication with Muslims.’
714

 At 

the same time, he notes that Thomas was not a pessimist with regards to the use of natural 

reason in the explanation of the Christian faith. Though rationes can never prove the tenets of 

the Christian faith, they are strong enough to show that Christian faith is not necessarily in 

opposition to the conclusions of human reason. Moreover, they can give a certain 

understanding of the mysteries of faith and thus become an object of joy and relief for 

Christians themselves.
715

 Finally, Thomas maintained that by means of human reason every 

rational objection against the Christian faith can be unmasked as uncertain, untrue, or 

sophistic. Thus, the difference between the apologetic strategies employed by Lull and 

Aquinas lies mainly at the level of the power of rationes in the demonstration of the Christian 

faith and, consequently, of the optimism about the possibility to discuss matters of faith with 

Muslims.  

Thomas’s problematic view on discussions with Muslims was never seriously adopted by 

fellow Christian polemicists against Islam.
716

 And quite understandably, because if the 

Christian faith can only be proved by biblical authorities, since rationes are too weak, and if it 

is, moreover, pointless to use biblical authorities against Muslims since they do not accept 

biblical authority, attempts to persuade them of the truth of the Christian faith are doomed to 

fail. Like Raymond Lull, Raymond Martin was a missionary. How is the latter’s approach 

related then to Thomas’s apologetic scheme? Raymond’s work gives evidence that he agreed 

                                                 
712
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with Thomas on the view that rationes are deficient in matters of faith and that only Scripture 

provides the decisive arguments to prove the truth of the Christian doctrine. Did he come up 

with solutions to the Thomistic impasse concerning the Christian debate with Muslims? In the 

Explanatio we see a new element in comparison to Thomas. Raymond attacks Muslim 

objections against the authority of Hebrew and Christian Scripture, and he argues from the 

Qur’an that Muhammad accepted the authority of these holy books, and would have 

disapproved of dismissing them. Unlike Thomas, he did not limit himself to the statement that 

a discussion with Muslims is only possible on the basis of natural reason. He realized that this 

would make him a rather helpless missionary; indeed, one of the sort described in the story of 

Raymond Lull.
717

  

In the present section, I intend to outline Raymond’s apologetic and missionary method, 

and draw parallels with Thomas. I will start with the double task of the wise man, defined by 

Thomas at the start of the Contra gentiles, and redefined by Raymond in the prologue to the 

Pugio as the double task of the preacher. After this I will summarize Raymond’s epistemic 

principles and the apologetic consequences he draws from them. Finally, I will show how 

Raymond attempted to solve the problems which Thomas discerned in relation to discussions 

with non-Christians.
718

          

 

 

The double task of a preacher of the truth 

The double task of the wise man which Thomas sketches in the Summa contra gentiles (that 

is, to manifest and explain divine truth and to refute error and falsehood) is clearly 

recognizable in Raymond’s description of the main effort of the Pugio. The prologue of the 

Pugio starts with two biblical quotations, Tit 1:9 and 1 Pet 3:15.
719

 The same quotations are 

used by Thomas, when he discusses the benefit of public disputation (ST II-II, q. 10, a.7); and 

1 Pet 3:15 is quoted as well in De rationibus fidei (c. 1).
720

 Particularly the verse from the first 

epistle of Peter was a classic in medieval Christian apologetics, so that it comes as no surprise 
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 Muslim polemicists often countered the Christian argument that the Qur’an considered Jewish and Christian 

Scriptures to be holy by advancing the charge of alteration (tahrif); see e.g. H. Kassis, ‘Critique of Scriptures. 

Polemics of al-Jâhiz and Ibn Hazm against Christianity and Judaism’, in: Y. Schwartz, V. Krech (eds.), 
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text of the Stuttgart Vulgate is the same as the Clementina, only adding the word et before exhortari). Raymond 
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‘Parati semper ad satisfactionem omni poscenti vos rationem de ea quae in vobis est spe’.  Raymond adds fide to 

spe and inserts credit et praedicat (spe et fide). It seems again that these adjustments are due to the fact that 

Raymond wants to define the task of a preacher. Adaptation of biblical quotations to the author’s purpose was 

quite a normal procedure in those days.    
720

 Thomas’s quotation of Tit 1:9 corresponds to both the Clementina and the Stuttgarter Vulgate: ‘Ut sit potens 

exhortari in doctrina sana, et eos qui contradicunt arguere.’ His quotation of 1Pet 3:15 corresponds again better 

to the Clementina and the Stuttgart Vulgate than Raymond’s. He adds et fide to spe, as Raymond does, but lacks 

the addition credit et praedicat (spe et fide) made by Raymond.      
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that both Thomas and Raymond cite it.
721

 Perhaps Raymond was inspired by the ST II-II, q. 

10 a. 7, using a combination of Peter and Titus.
722

 These two biblical quotations are adduced 

by Raymond in order to designate the office of a praedicator veritatis, a ‘preacher of the 

truth’. Such a preacher should instruct Christians in sound doctrine and refute erroneous 

objections to it. Instruction in doctrine and refutation of error correspond to the double task of 

the wise man in the Contra gentiles. In the last section of the prologue of the Pugio, Raymond 

defines the task again. The Pugio is written ‘for the believers to confirm and defend their faith 

and for the unbelievers to a true and useful conversion.’
723

  

We see that the twofold task of the preacher goes together with a twofold addressee: 

believers and unbelievers. This concurs with task and addressees of the Christian disputant 

defined by Thomas in ST II-II, q. 10 a. 7.
724

 That the aim of the Pugio regards believers and 

unbelievers also appears from Raymond’s view on the value of Hebrew Scripture. As the 

prologue of the Pugio shows, and as expressed in several other places in the work, Raymond 

holds that the text of Hebrew Scripture (veritas hebraica) enlightens the Christian truth in a 

supreme way: ‘In very many places of Holy Scripture the Hebrew letter holds the truth much 

more plainly and perfectly in favour of the Christian faith than our translation.’
725

 So, Hebrew 

Scripture is not only indispensable as to the refutation of Jewish objections against the 

Christian faith, it is also precious for the understanding of the faith by Christians themselves. 

Something similar holds for Raymond’s view on rabbinic literature. According to him, many 

rabbinic explanations of Hebrew Scripture concur with Christian conclusions and even 

‘express the Christian faith in an extraordinary and incredible way’.726  

The defined double task of the preacher is already recognizable in Raymond’s earlier 

works, the Capistrum, the Explanatio and the De seta. In the Capistrum, it is part of the basic 

structure of the work, which is distinguished in seven Christian rationes (arguments to prove 

that the Messiah already came) and seven Jewish nequitiae (erroneous arguments of the Jews 

that he still has to come).
727

 The rationes offer explanation and the nequitiae offer refutation, 

one might say. The same holds true for the Explanatio, of which the central operation is again 

twofold: explanation of the Christian truth and refutation of error, Saracen error in 

particular.
728

 Josep Hernando and others have argued, that the De seta Machometi and the 
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 Although Raymond nowhere says that the Explanatio, besides being an explanation of the Christian Creed, 
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Two, Section Three.        
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Explanatio each reflect one side of the double task.
729

 ‘First destroy error, then expound truth’ 

is, according to Tolan, the relation between these two writings:  
 

The differences between the two texts reflect the two phases of mission, according to the 

Dominican strategy: the De seta Machometi furnishes missionaries with arguments with which to 

attack Islam; and the Explanatio simboli apostolorum, with an explication of the truth of 

Christianity.
730

  

 

Tolan is certainly right that the De seta is only an attack on Islam and lacks the kind of 

exposition of Christian doctrine which marks the Explanatio. But his characterization of the 

Explanatio is too narrow. The Explanatio is more than an explanation of the Christian truth 

alone, it also attacks all sorts of (Saracen) error. It includes therefore what Tolan and 

Hernando typify as the two essential phases of the Dominican missionary strategy. I fully 

agree with Robin Vose that these works were not meant for preachers who were in need of 

conversionary sermons for Muslim audiences, at least not primarily. If this had been the case, 

‘Martini left the niceties of translating polemic into persuasion entirely in the hands of his 

readers.’
731

  

To conclude, the double task of Thomas’s wise man is visible throughout Raymond’s work, 

but made explicit in the Pugio, which is not surprising since Raymond had read the Contra 

gentiles then. In the double task of a ‘preacher of the truth’, described in the prologue to the 

Pugio through the quotations from Tit. 1:9 and 1 Pet 3:15, Raymond gives Thomas’s wise 

man a missionary face. He translated more general apologetics into concrete preaching. 

‘Martini’s approach was […] fully compatible with Aquinas’ viewpoint; indeed the 

concordance between Aquinas’ theory and Martini’s practice makes it likely that one was 

somehow influenced by the other.’
732

             

 

 

Epistemics 

Although far less elaborate than Thomas, Raymond formulates a similar view concerning 

human knowledge of the divine and its relation to natural reason. The prologue of the 

Explanatio contains a passage which reveals his view in a paradigmatic way. The starting 

point is 1 Cor 13:12:
733

 ‘We see now through a mirror darkly (in enigma), but then face to 

face’.
734

 The verse is explained as follows: the mirror is our faith. What we see in this mirror 

is what we can know about God during this earthly life. But it is a mirror (mind: a medieval 

mirror), thus we see in enigma, because this knowledge is obscure and does not have the 

lucidity of what we will see in gloria, when we see God face to face and per speciem. 

Illustrating this further, Raymond draws an analogy with a hunchback, who enters a house 

with paintings on the ceiling. Unable to lift his head, he sees the drawings when a mirror or a 

bowl with clear water is given to him. Once, when he will be able to elevate his head, he will 

see the paintings face to face and discover that they are real and the mirror did not lie, 

although it was unable to show him the paintings with the clarity with which he sees them 
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 For Hernando, this was an additional argument that the De seta was also written by Raymond Martin; see 

Chapter Two, Section Four. 
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 Tolan, Saracens, 236; see also Vose, Dominicans, 124-125.   
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 Vose, Dominicans, 124. 
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 Ibid., 125; see also 126-127. For the question on the mutual influence, see Chapter Three, Section One. 
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 The same holds for the prologue of the Explanatio and the first chapter of the Summa contra gentiles. These 
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division structuring the argument.  
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 ESA, prol. (450): ‘Videmus nunc per speculum in enigmate, tunc autem facie ad faciem.’  
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now. Every believer is like this hunchback. During our earthly life we are pressed down by 

sin and the corruption of the flesh. Therefore we can see God only through faith, that is, in a 

mirror.  

   Both Thomas and Raymond state that people can only reach a limited knowledge of the 

divine. Two causes for this are discerned: one creational, and one historical. According to the 

first it is inherent to the nature of the human intellect; according to the second it is inherent to 

our sinful, carnal state, the result of original sin. These two causes are intertwined, since 

Christianity believes that the historical cause has become part of human existence. The 

previous section made clear that Thomas describes both causes. The first makes it impossible 

to acquire full knowledge of the highest divine truths and the second cause is the reason that 

the lower divine truths, which in principle can be rationally known, are only accessible after a 

long and dangerous way of intellectual thought, and then still only for those who have the 

intellectual capacities, or who are in the right circumstances to employ these capacities fully. 

More than Thomas, Raymond focuses on sin and the earthly state as the cause of man’s weak 

intellect. The hunchback in the Explanatio is a metaphor of sin, not of intellectual shortfall. In 

the first part of the Pugio, where the value and the limits of philosophy and natural sciences 

are discussed,
735

 the inadequacy of the human intellect in divine matters is postulated: ‘The 

light of the divine word cannot be seen by the intellectual eye, like those depressed by a 

disorder of the eye cannot see the light of the sun with their carnal eye.’
736

 Sin also plays its 

role in human ignorance: the errors made by scientists are often due to the ‘horn of 

presumption and pride’.
737

  

Whatever the values are with which Raymond credits philosophy,
738

 the tools of the human 

intellect are simply not suitable for the contemplation of divine matters. Here, he uses Algazel 

(al-Ghazali) as his mouthpiece. The latter argues that philosophy and prophecy belong to 

different realms of understanding: ‘Prophecy is a higher intellectual degree, in which the eye 

is opened by divine providence, so that it understands in a different way than the intellect’.
739

 

Al-Ghazali draws a strict line for philosophy. Philosophers have even been mistaken on 

inferior, natural matters. As to metaphysics, which is about divine matters exceeding nature, 

they have guessed a lot but contributed little or nothing. Measuring the invisible with the 

visible is obviously a defective method. Even Aristotle admitted at the beginning of his 

Metaphysics that our intellect looks to the first principles as through nocturnal eyes, like those 

of the bat to sunlight.
740

 The final conclusion of the chapter reads that whoever puts 
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 PF I, c. 5 (207-213).  
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 Ibid., n. 3 (208): ‘Et nequeunt videre miseri lumen verbi divini oculis intellectus, sicut nequeunt oculi carnis 

videre lumen solis faciei tumore depressi.’   
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intellectualibus.’ 
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principis eorum Aristotelis videlicet verecunda confessio, ubi in principio Metaphysicae suae palam confessus 



134 

 

philosophy first and prefers the study of philosophy to that of theology can be compared to 

half-cooked and insipid food.
741

  

So, Thomas and Raymond employ a similar epistemic position, although that of Thomas is 

formulated more theoretically. For example, Thomas’s argument that there must be an 

analogy between the highest cause (God) and its effects in creation is not elaborated by 

Raymond. Whereas Raymond leaves it at saying that ‘it is sufficient to say that to measure 

things that are absent […], is inappropriate’, 
742

 Thomas takes trouble to prevent that faith and 

reason will be played off against one another. He stresses, as we saw earlier, that the truth of 

faith can impossibly be opposed to the truth of reason, since both are a representation of truth, 

and only the false is opposed to the truth: ‘That with which the human reason is naturally 

endowed is clearly most true; so much so, that it is impossible for us to think of such truths as 

false.’
743

 Christian faith is not irrational; neither is it rationalistic, since these similitudines and 

rationes of the truth of faith which human reason can gather from creation ‘are not sufficient 

so that the truth of faith may be comprehended as being understood by reasonable 

demonstration or as self-evident.’
744

 Raymond would certainly not deny anything of this, but 

his epistemology lacks such subtleties, which makes it more limited and cumbersome in 

relation to that of Thomas. Nevertheless, the two friars equally hold that certain knowledge of 

God and divine matters is, ultimately, inaccessible to human reason and can only be believed 

from the sources of revelation, which were, fundamentally, written by the Holy Spirit. 

Thomas said, as we saw in the previous section, that this is what makes Christianity superior 

to the other religions: that it was founded on these highest, divine truths. The power of the 

human intellect in the realm of these truths will always be weak. Raymond quotes Augustine 

in the prologue of the Explanatio: ‘What we believe needs auctoritas and what we understand 

ratio’.
745

 He states that we would err if we followed the opposite, that is, if we tried to prove 

rationally what we believe.  

Since Raymond is writing an explanation of the faith for Christians who are confronted 

with Muslim objections against it, it becomes crucial for him to prove that the books of the 

Old and New Testament were handed down integrally and truly, and were not corrupted, as 

was stated by Muslim polemicists.
746

 For example, when the Explanatio comes to the Trinity, 

Raymond notes that it is very difficult to speak about this matter, since it exceeds the intellect, 

not only the human but also the angelic. For the faithful, he says, a proof of the Trinity 

through auctoritates is much stronger and far more certain.
747

 Twenty years later in the Pugio, 

                                                                                                                                                         
est. Intellectus, inquit, nostri ad prima principia sic se habent, ut oculi noctuae, aut vespertilionis ad lucem 

Solis.’ Aristotle’s metaphor of the bat was also advanced by Thomas Aquinas in the Summa contra gentiles; see 

above, pp 122.    
741

 Ibid., n. 11 (213): ‘Ex praemissis diligenter, et prudenter attentis satis patet, ut puto, quod quicunque 

Theologiae praeponunt philosophiam, ac praeferunt, studiumque illius studio istius, et semicocti sunt, et male 

saliti.’  
742

 Ibid., n. 5 (209): ‘Absentia praesentibus mensurando: quem profecto mensurandi modum [...] constat esse 

incongruum’.   
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 ScG I, c. 7: ‘Ea enim, quae naturaliter rationi sunt insita, verissima esse constat, in tantum ut nec esse falsa sit 

possibile cogitare’. 
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 Ibid., c. 8: ‘Quae tamen non sufficiunt ad hoc, quod predicta veritas quasi demonstrative vel per se intellecta 
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credendi, 11:25: ‘Tria sunt item uelut finitima sibimet in animis hominum distinctione dignissima: intelligere, 
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potest ostendi, primo per auctoritates; quia probatio per auctoritates in hac materia fortior est et certior fidelibus. 
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Raymond still asserts that the tenets of the Christian faith exceed the powers of natural reason. 

But the language has become more precise: ‘The articles of faith cannot be proven 

demonstrative.’
748

 Here the influence of Thomas Aquinas makes itself felt. The sentence 

proves to be a quotation from ST I, q. 46, a. 2.
749

 The word demonstrative is a technical term, 

used several times by Thomas, meaning: demonstration by rational argumentation.  

 

 

Apologetic consequences  

In the previous subsection, I have shown that notwithstanding differences in formulation and 

degree of elaboration, Thomas and Raymond employed comparable principles regarding the 

relation between faith and reason. Now I will show that they also drew similar apologetic 

consequences from their epistemic scheme, in particular where it regards the structure of their 

argumentation. In the Contra gentiles, as we saw earlier, the first three books deal with truths 

which can be proved by natural reason, whereas Book Four treats the truths exceeding the 

power of the human intellect. As a consequence, arguments in these different parts are 

structured in opposite ways. In the first three books, Thomas commonly starts with a rational 

argumentation and ends with biblical confirmation; in Book Four, he starts with biblical 

authorities and scriptural reasoning, followed by rationes (and similitudines). Raymond’s 

procedure is very similar. The Explanatio, being an explanation of the Christian articles of 

faith, is the same type of writing as book Four of the Contra gentiles. In those articles of the 

Explanatio which contain both auctoritates and rationes, Raymond consistently starts with 

the first. The adduction of rationes (and similitudines)
750

 always forms the second step in the 

argument.
751

 A good example is Article Eleven, on the resurrection of the body.
752

 After 

having defined, through the authority of John of Damascus, that the carnis resurrectio entails 

                                                                                                                                                         
Deinde rationibus et similitudinibus quoquo modo. Sciendum est autem in principio, quod loqui de Trinitate 

difficillimum est, eo quod supra intellectum [est], non solum humanum, verum etiam angelicum’.  
748

 PF I, c. 13, n. 2 (229): ‘Articuli autem fidei demonstrative probari non possunt’.   
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 PF I, c. 13, ns. 1-3 is a quotation from ST I, q. 46, a. 2, sed contra; see Robles Carcedo, ‘En torno’, 335 

(Tomás de Aquino, 129). Thomas and Raymond argue that the creation of the world is an article of faith and 

cannot be proved demonstrative. PF I, c. 13, n. 2: ‘Novitas ergo mundi per revelationem tantum habetur et non 

potest demonstrative probari’; ST I, q. 46, a.2, sed contra: ‘Ergo novitas mundi habetur tantum per revelationem. 

Et ideo non potest probari demonstrative.’ 
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 In addition to rationes, Raymond also brings forward similitudines or similes (‘similarities’). For example in 

article one in the short treatise on the Trinity and in article three which argues that one of the Trinity assumed 
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etiam alicubi rationibus et similitudinibus secundum modum parvitatis nostre. Et quia probatio et explanatio 
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 It should be noted that in the majority of the articles Raymond only gives auctoritates. Rationes are only put 

forward in the first three articles, which deal with the Trinity (art. 1), the eternity of the Son (art. 1) and the 

Incarnation (art. 3). At the beginning of Article Two (‘and [I believe] in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our Lord’, 

Raymond says that he has provided the rationes for this article already in the Trinitarian treatise and therefore 
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same holds for the last two articles (‘[I believe] in the resurrection of the body and the life everlasting’). As to 

the eternal life, Raymond summons the aid of Arab philosophers (Ibn Sina, al-Ghazali, al-Farabi) to confirm that 

eternal beatitude consists of the cognition of and love for God, and not of corporal delectation, the latter, 

according to Raymond, being the view of Muhammad.    
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 ESA, a. 11 (491-493). 
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two stages of resurrection (first that of the soul, which is the remission of sin, and then that of 

the body, which is the reunion of body and soul), New and Old Testament texts are adduced 

as proof. All this, says Raymond, annihilates Muhammad’s picture of paradise (as a place 

where people eat and drink), but the error of it can also be proved by a simple common sense 

argument: we need food and drink in order not to die; celestial bodies are incorruptible and 

therefore live without eating and drinking. The final step in the argumentation is the refutation 

of a position taken by ‘some wise Saracens’, who ‘deny the resurrection of the body and 

postulate the beatitude of man solely in the soul’.
753

 Against them only rationes are brought 

forward. The reason, though not made explicit, is obvious: they are philosophers and 

Saracens; their erroneous views should be countered by proof which is authoritative for them.  

It should not be forgotten that this order of auctoritas-ratio in the Explanatio is only 

formally applied in some articles. Though always neatly starting with scriptural auctoritas, 

the real emphasis in the explanation of the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, and the Incarnation 

lies on ratio.
754

 The act of consistently starting with auctoritates reflects, first of all, the 

epistemic principle that natural reason is not able to prove the articles of faith demonstratively 

and that this needs Scripture. It also applies the apologetic principle that one should start with 

Scripture in case of an explanation of the faith for Christians. But when it comes to the 

Trinity, the divinity of Christ, and the Incarnation, the real emphasis lies on rational 

argumentation. And the reason is practical, not fundamental: ‘Since not all wise men accept 

the authority of the Holy Scriptures but believers and unbelievers can find each other [at the 

level of] rationes, we put forward some rationes after having presented the auctoritates in 

order to show the Holy Trinity.’
755

  

This is a clear indication that the Explanatio was written for groups of Christians in need of 

valid responses to Muslims objections against these central tenets of their faith. A reading of 

the Explanatio shows the weak points in the story of Raymond Lull submitted at the 

beginning of this chapter. According to Lull, the religious or friar, who was identified as 

Raymond Martin, failed to prove the truth of Christianity because he failed to advance the 

proper rationes. The Explanatio shows, first of all, that Raymond Martin knew very well how 

to corroborate the Christian faith with rationes. Second, Raymond certainly would have tried 

to convince his Muslim interlocutors of the authenticity and authority of Judeo-Christian 

Scriptures, in order to pave the way for the necessary biblical argumentation. Lull keeps silent 

about both these aspects of Raymond’s method.   

The order auctoritas-ratio is followed as well in the Capistrum and in part II and III of the 

Pugio. Here the primacy of the biblical auctoritates (that is, proof taken from Old Testament 

texts, since the Jews are the final addressees) has become much more than a formal fact. The 

exegetical operation has developed much from the Explanatio to the Capistrum and the 

Pugio, whereas rationes (in the narrow sense) for the Christian faith are hardly given.
756

 The 

reason is obvious. These writings were meant to furnish preachers with material for the 

discussion with Jews. As for Christianity, the prime authoritative source for Judaism is 

Scripture. Therefore exegesis and scriptural reasoning constitute the first and main operation 

in these two writings.     

Things are different in the first part of the Pugio. The refutation of the important errors in 

philosophy is Raymond’s main effort there. A discussion with philosophers should stick to the 

realm of reason and not to that of faith, the latter being the business of theologians. As 
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Raymond formulates it in Chapter Five: ‘In my opinion it will have more effect on many of 

them if the philosophers are struck back by the philosophers than by the saints.’
757

 Thus, in 

the first part of the Pugio, the use of biblical and traditional authorities is limited and becomes 

only significant if it needs to be shown that the results of Raymond’s rational reasoning are 

not contradictory to Scripture and the truths of the Christian faith. In many cases this effort is 

the last step in his argumentation.  

A typical example of this procedure is Chapter Two, the point of God’s existence.
758

 

Raymond starts to argue that the point can be proved demonstratively (ns. 1-2); then five 

rationes for God’s existence follow (ns. 3-7); the chapter concludes with a quotation from 

Damascene in which he quotes the Psalm verse: Dixit insipiens in corde suo, non est Deus. 

The same holds true for Chapter Three, which intends to prove against the epicureans that 

delectatio or voluptas of the flesh cannot be the highest good.
759

 The chapter starts with 

Boetius’s definition of the highest good (n. 2); then a long ratio of Avicenna is translated (ns. 

4-6), followed by a few other rationes (nos. 7-8), and concluded by several quotations from 

different philosophers (n. 8). These dicta are confirmed then by a few sentences from 

Christian authorities (dicta Sanctorum) (n. 9) and biblical authorities (n. 10); the chapter is 

concluded by again Boetius and Algazel.   

Finally, the brothers Carreras y Artau have suggested that the distinction in the Pugio 

between part I on the one hand and part II and III on the other reflects the distinction made by 

Thomas in the Contra gentiles between divine truths accessible to reason (book I-III) and 

divine truths inaccessible to reason (book IV).
760

 This may seem to be the case, since the first 

part of the Pugio is directed against errors of philosophy and the second and third against the 

Jews. But the similarity is only superficial. In Part I of the Pugio the emphasis on natural 

reason is determined by the fact that it is directed against the errors of philosophy. Two 

articles of faith, inaccessible to reason, are also part of part I: the question on the creation of 

the world and the resurrection.
761

 This is not because Raymond believed they can be 

demonstrated rationally; surely not, they are articles of faith. The reason he included them in 

Part I was that they belonged to his discussion with contemporary philosophy (and not to that 

with the Jews).  

Thomas’s distinction between book I-III and book IV was a fundamental and methodical 

one. Therefore, in the Contra gentiles, he treats the resurrection in book IV.
762

 But then, why 

is the question whether the world is eternal or created treated in book II?
763

 After all, 

according to Thomas it is impossible to prove rationally that the world was created, and thus it 

is an article of faith.
764

 I believe the reason is due to the other structuring principle which 

Thomas employs in the Contra gentiles: the books I-III deal with things that come forth from 

God (creatures, creation), whereas book IV is about Christ’s  work of salvation.
765
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Raymond’s solution for the problems imagined by Thomas 

The differences between Thomas and Raymond will not be encountered on the level of 

epistemic and apologetic principles. They appear when it comes to the practical elaboration 

Raymond gives to these principles, as a preacher and missionary. In the opening chapters of 

the Contra gentiles Thomas mentions a few problems regarding the explanation of the 

Christian faith to non-Christians. First of all, if one intends to enter into a discussion with 

adversaries of the Christian faith, one needs to have a fair knowledge of their beliefs, 

otherwise a serious refutation of their errors will be impossible. Second, it is hard to prove the 

truth of the Christian faith to Muslims and pagans, since they do not accept the authority of 

the Christian Scriptures. A discussion with heretics and Jews can be held at a more 

fundamental level, since they accept the authority of respectively the New and the Old 

Testaments.  

Raymond’s career and work might be conceived as an answer to these two problems. His 

dedication to the study of languages, Islam and Judaism was an answer to the first problem. 

The effort was precisely to learn the language and to know the thought of the adversary, 

including his errors. As to the second problem, his work shows clearly that he refused to 

accept that natural reason was the only source for a religious discussion with Muslims. 

Crucial for his approach is a third kind of argument, that on the one hand should be 

distinguished from the classical pair auctoritas and ratio, and on the other hand can be either 

one of them. I mean the already mentioned argumentum ab hoste, an argument taken from 

sources that are authoritative for the adversary, but not necessarily for the apologist or 

polemicist himself.
766

 A good deal of Raymond’s apologetic and missionary method is based 

on this. In the Explanatio, these argumenta ab hoste are taken from the Qur’an in particular, 

and to a smaller degree from Islamic tradition and philosophy. Raymond notes twice that he 

considers them to be very strong.
767

  

When Thomas speaks about ‘taking rationes from the things they say in order to destroy 

their errors’, he means argumenta ab hoste.
768

 The word ratio should be taken here in the 

general sense, that is, as ‘argument’, and not in the strict sense of ‘rational argument’ or as in 

opposition to ‘auctoritas’, since Thomas knows very well that an argument taken from the 

enemy can also be a Qur’anic verse, an exegesis from rabbinic literature, or a pagan maxim, 

each of them having auctoritas from the perspective of the opponent. The biography and 

writings of Raymond prove that not only Thomas, but the entire Dominican order was very 

well aware of this problem. The studia linguarum, of which Raymond was a main 

representative, were founded to meet this problem head on. Their students were immersed in 

language, holy scriptures, beliefs, traditions and philosophies of the adversaries to which they 

were to preach and missionize. This way, they discovered what were the objections against 

the Christian faith, what were the errors to be refuted, and what were the proper arguments to 

be employed. The argumenta ab hoste were so crucial for Raymond’s method that the title 

Pugio is an expression of it. He explains it in the prologue as a ‘dagger’ in the hand of the 

preachers, and he makes the comparison with the biblical story about Judith, who steals the 

sword of Holofernes in order to kill him with it.
769

    

One of the most important argumenta ab hoste put forward by Raymond in the Explanatio 

is part of his refutation of the Muslim claim that Judeo-Christian Scriptures were corrupted. 
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 ScG I, c. 2: ‘Ut, ex his quae dicunt, possimus rationes assumere ad eorum errores destruendos.’ 
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 For my explanation of the title Pugio, see Chapter Five, Section Two. 
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After having argued through the use of several auctoritates from the Old and New Testaments 

and through one ratio that the claim is false, Raymond adduces nine passages from the Qur’an 

which make the claim untenable in his opinion.
770

 He then quotes the Qur’anic verse 

discouraging Muslims to consult Judeo-Christian Scriptures: ‘Do not ask what the elders did, 

let their deeds for them and your deeds for you [suffice]’,
771

 and he opposes it to the following 

verse from the Sura of Jonah (10:94): ‘So, if thou art in doubt regarding what We have sent 

down to thee, ask those who recite the Book before thee’, and he then concludes: ‘there one is 

instructed to consult the elders in matters of doubt.’
772

 Raymond thus suggests that the words 

of the prophet are inconsistent, a popular method to disarm an adversary. Another interesting 

example of a Muslim error attacked by means of an argumentum ab hoste is taken from 

Islamic philosophy. Muhammad’s view on paradise and beatitude is rebutted by quotations  

from Ibn Sina, al-Ghazali and al-Farabi.
773

 Two strategies seem to be at stake here. First, 

elements of Muhammad’s doctrine are unacceptable for natural reason, a complaint often 

voiced by Muslim polemicists against Christianity. Second, to uncover internal discord in 

Islam, a strategy also followed in the previous example.  

The first example shows that argumenta ab hoste were also part of Raymond’s solution to 

the second obstacle mentioned by Thomas: Muslims do not accept the authority of Judeo-

Christian Scripture, so biblical proof is wasted on them. Raymond quotes the Qur’an in order 

to show that Muslims should not dismiss the Bible too easily. ‘Once this is proved’, the 

Expanatio says, ‘it becomes necessary to believe and accept all the things that will be proved 

through them [i.e. the books of the Old and New Testament] and other things they contain.’
774

 

For missionaries such as Raymond, this argument must have been of great importance. If it 

failed, Thomas would be right and the Christian faith could only be shown to Muslims in a 

deficient way. Whether Raymond’s argumentation found willing ears among Muslims, is hard 

to know. The Explanatio is silent about it. However, it is striking that the three Christian 

dogmas which are at the heart of the Christian-Muslim debate, the Trinity, the Incarnation and 

the reason for Christ’s crucifixion and death, are precisely the subjects where Raymond’s 

argumentation is marked by a strong emphasis on rationes. At least, this proves that Raymond 

was aware that Muslims would always ask for rational arguments, and that he was ready to 

use them. The story of Raymond Lull is certainly reliable on the point that the emir must have 

asked the friar for rationes, but it is unreliable on the point that Raymond was not able to give 

them.  

In the Pugio, finally, we find a clear sign that Raymond did not hesitate to use biblical 

arguments in discussion with Muslims. In part III-I, at the end of Chapter 5, when he is about 

to make a new move in the explanation of the Trinity, he remarks: ‘Anyone who would prefer 

the way I always have followed in discussing the mystery of the Trinity with Jews, and also 

with Muslims […] should read the following chapter.’
775

 The following argumentation is 
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almost entirely biblical, focussing on passages from Hebrew Scripture that imply, according 

to Raymond, the existence of divine sonship.
776

 

Raymond’s apologetic strategy of discussing faith with the Jews is a correction of Thomas 

as well. The statement in the second chapter of the Summa contra gentiles that a discussion 

with Jews is possible on the basis of the books of the Old Testament must have been 

incomplete in Raymond’s view.
777

 His method shows a correction of Thomas and two 

additions. First his correction: not all books of the Old Testament are appropriate, Raymond 

notes; only the books that are part of the Hebrew canon.
778

 His first addition regards the 

authority of the biblical text. Not the Latin Vulgate or the Greek Septuagint should be used in 

a discussion with Jews but the Hebrew text, since for them this is the authoritative text. His 

second addition regards the scope of the body of authoritative texts which should be 

employed. A discussion with Jews should not be restricted to (Hebrew) Scripture, but include 

rabbinic literature as well. The reason has to do with the twofold task of the preacher: 

explanation of the Christian faith and refutation of error. In rabbinic literature Raymond finds, 

first of all, many erroneous interpretations of Hebrew Scripture, and therefore it is an 

important place to find error. But it includes truth as well, which should not be left 

unexploited, since it can be used to confirm the truth of the Christian doctrine.
779

 He holds 

that if a rabbinic tradition concurs with a Christian point of faith, there is a vera or verisimilis 

ratio for such a point, in other words: a basis of probability.
780

 This shows how the 

employment of rabbinic dicta that concur with the Christian faith, for Raymond function at 

the level of ratio. Unlike Scripture, such dicta cannot prove Christian faith, but like a valid 

ratio it makes it at least probable.
781

      

Raymond finds many rabbinic ideas which in his eyes underline the Christian faith. He 

believes that rabbinic literature offers great opportunities to strike the Jews with their own 

weapons. The argumenta ab hoste found in rabbinic literature serve both sides of the twofold 

task: they are useful to attack Jewish error and helpful to confirm and explain the Christian 

truth. The consequence of this approach is that Christian traditional glosses on Scripture are 

inappropriate to adduce in discussion with Jewish adversaries. ‘Since the Jews are nearly 

always led by a polemical spirit and hardly ever will be convinced by our glosses, such 

[glosses] should be adduced only for our own benefit. For the Jews we should rather adduce 

what is written in PT Ta’anit’.
782

 Thus, in the few cases when Raymond adduces non-biblical 

Christian authorities, he has an additional apologetic goal in mind: reinforcement of the faith 

of his Christian reader, who is, as I noted several times before, his first reader.  
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4. Methodological Development in Raymond’s Work  

 

From Augustinianism to Thomism? 

In an illuminating article on the often posed contraposition between the missionizing methods 

of Raymond Lull and Raymond Martin, Eusebi Colomer suggests a two stage development in 

the work and method of Raymond Martin. Since Colomer’s thesis touches the heart of the 

matter I intend to discuss in this chapter and certain aspects of this thesis are disputable in my 

view, I will give attention to it here and formulate my criticism of it. Colomer maintains, to no 

one’s surprise, that the work of Raymond Martin should be divided into two successive 

stages, the first marked as ‘más bien arabizante’ and the second as ‘marcadamente 

judaizante’.
783

 The impugnable side of Colomer’s proposition is that he frames the first stage, 

represented by the Explanatio, within the intellectual horizon of Augustinism and calls the 

second stage, represented by the Capistrum Iudaeorum and the Pugio fidei, Thomistic in its 

doctrine.
784

 The cause of this change would lie in Raymond’s reading of the Summa contra 

gentiles and his shift in the same period to the debate with the Jews. The difference between 

the stages would be marked by a methodological shift in the relation between ‘dogma and 

dialectic’ or ‘faith and reason’.
785

  

Colomer argues that in the Explanatio the priority of faith goes together with the need of 

rational demonstration. Even though Raymond does not call the reasons which he submits 

rationes necessariae, as indeed Lull does, he in fact sees them as such, Colomer says. He 

states that in his manuals for the mission among the Jews, Raymond abandons a method in 

which the manifestation of faith and a reasonable demonstration are closely intertwined. 

Having concluded that a speculative theology is not effective in a discussion with Jews, 

Raymond develops in the Capistrum and the Pugio a method ‘exegético-positivo’.
786

 

Influenced by the Summa contra gentiles, he employs in the Pugio a new relationship between 

reason and faith, putting them on two distinct levels, the philosophical (part I) and the 

exegetical (part II and III). Colomer admits that Raymond does not completely renounce the 

role of reason in the realm of faith. He still believes in the efficacy of a good argument and he 

often appeals to the sound reason and common sense of his reader in his exegetical 

operations. But according to Colomer this function of reason is fundamentally different from 

the one performed in the Explanatio: in the second stage, Raymond does not intend to 

demonstrate the truths of faith by rationes naturales anymore.
787

 A further new aspect of this 

stage is that history has been put at the base of theology: the issue of Part Two of the Pugio is 
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the dating of the advent of the Messiah, and from part III-II, a historical line of human 

creation, fall and redemption is followed.
788

 

   Let me state clearly that I do not deny the two stages Colomer discerns in the work of 

Raymond. Nor do I disagree with the contention that these stages show evolution of method. I 

dispute, however, that a fundamental change in Raymond’s view on the relationship between 

faith and reason, that is, on the status of natural reason, underlies this methodological shift. 

Nor do I see a fundamental change in methodological principles between the Explanatio 

(1250s) and the Pugio (1270s). To the contrary, in the previous section I intended to show that 

Raymond’s ‘Arabic’ work shows already striking similarities with the epistemic and 

apologetic principles of the Summa contra gentiles. In my opinion, Raymond’s method was 

truly Dominican from the 1250s on, as that of Thomas was, with some important differences 

between the two friars which I pointed out in this chapter. True, the Capistrum and the Pugio, 

both focussing on the discussion with the Jews, are much more exegetical than the earlier 

Explanatio, but, in my opinion, this has nothing to do with a shift from Augustine to Thomas.  

I see two reasons for the strong emphasis on Scripture and exegesis in the Capistrum and 

the Pugio. First, missionary experience has taught Raymond that there is a problem with 

rationes in a debate with Jews. A passage from the prologue to the Capistrum reveals the 

reason why he chose to abandon the manifestation of rationes naturales in his ‘Hebrew’ 

work: Jews ‘ridicule your true and strong rationes, portraying them as meaningless and 

insignificant’.
789

 Raymond realized that the method of presenting Christian doctrine in the 

Explanatio would not work among Jews. He abandoned the rationes for the largest part, not 

because his belief in their value had changed, but because they could not serve him in the way 

they did in the Explanatio. Second, Raymond’s choice for a method ‘exegético-positivo’ in 

the Capistrum and the Pugio is the consequence of the epistemic principle he already 

followed in the Explanatio, namely that the Christian articles of faith can only be proved by 

biblical auctoritates. A discussion on Christian doctrine with Jews forced him to explore fully 

the opportunities in the field of Hebrew Scripture and exegetical method, opportunities to 

which he was not challenged yet in his ‘Arabic’ period. Here lies the fundamental 

development in Raymond’s method. It is inspired by the consequences of his apologetic 

method, more than by a shift in theological horizon. Of course, an important characteristic of 

the Explanatio was that it adduced many auctoritates simply as textual evidence, whereas in 

his ‘Jewish’ works Raymond shows himself more of a true exegete; probably he learned a lot 

from the rabbis on this point. But his epistemic and apologetic principles, marked by a 

consequent hierarchy between auctoritates and rationes in the manifestation of the Christian 

faith, and by the use of argumenta ab hoste in the refutation of the errors of adversaries, did 

not change. 

   It is certainly not the case, as Colomer wants us to believe, that in the Explanatio Raymond 

implicitly taught that rationes naturales had demonstrative power or were necessariae, like 

Raymond Lull indeed did. The quotations I submitted with regard to Raymond’s 

epistemology in the previous section prove the opposite. Let me recall the words from the 

beginning of the Trinitarian treatise in the Explanatio. Raymond writes:  
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After having shown the unity of the divine essence, the following point is to show that there is a 

trinity of persons in it. This can be shown first of all by authorities, because in this matter a proof by 

authorities is stronger and more certain for the faithful. Subsequently, [it can be shown], in a way 

(quoquo modo), by reasons and similitudes.
790

  

 

Concerning the authority of rationes, the critical words here are quoquo modo, ‘in a way’. 

Though not as sure and strong as the auctoritates, the rationes have a certain, probative value. 

The formulation hardly reads as a sign for the status of a demonstrative or necessary power. 

Raymond continues with the warning that an explanation of the Trinity is very difficult. It can 

never be captured perfectly, since it exceeds the human and even the angelic intellect. 

Because God, however, has revealed Himself in the Holy Scriptures as a Trinity of persons, 

we are forced to believe it. But:  
 

Since not all wise men accept the authority (auctoritates) of the holy books, but both the believers 

and unbelievers among them accept reasonable arguments (rationes), we will put forward several 

rationes after the auctoritates in order to show the Holy Trinity.
791

  

 

This passage implies that Raymond did not bring up rationes of the Trinity because he 

considered them to be excellent proofs, but because they are the only solution to the problem 

of the authority of Scripture: believers and unbelievers might at least agree on rationes. Thus, 

Raymond and Thomas used very similar terms for showing the need and weakness of rationes 

in apologetics and religious debate. The Explanatio was written before the Contra gentiles. If 

Raymond was influenced by the Contra gentiles at all, it was certainly not on this point.   

Furthermore, there is the passage adduced by Colomer in support for his proposition that 

Raymond took his rationes in fact as necessariae. It occurs at the end of the first ratio: ‘To 

those who want to understand and do not contradict the truth, this (ratio) shows how it can be 

understood that the same God is one and three.’
792

 The passage proves nothing more than that 

Raymond tries to explain the Trinity to those who are motivated to understand it. The ratio is 

a form of fides quaerens intellectum, a way to conceive the mystery, an attempt to prevent 

opposition between faith and reason. That is something completely different than a necessary 

reason. Raymond here is fully in accordance with Thomas a few years later in the Summa 

contra gentiles, when the latter defined the function of rationes and adduced them in the 

‘theological’ book Four in order to support the truths of faith. If this is ‘Augustinism’, then 

both Raymond and Thomas were Augustinian, and thus the opposition with ‘Thomism’, 

suggested by Colomer, is nonsense. 

 

 

From ratio to traditio? 

Gilbert Dahan has made me aware of the various strands of the term ratio in medieval anti-

Jewish polemics. He discerns three manners in which the term is employed. ‘(1) ratio passive: 

raison-référence abstraite, qui est synonyme de vérité; (2) ratio dynamique, ratiocinatio: 

l’effort réflexif autonome, dégagé du donné révélé et opposé donc à l’autorité; (3) rationes: 

synonyme d’arguments.’
793

 The second manner, ratiocinari, refers to the faculty of reasoning 
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as such, whereas the third manner refers to rationes in the meaning of arguments. Dahan 

shows that each of these applications of the term ratio is used by Raymond.
794

 Elsewhere 

Dahan distinguishes three forms of the third meaning, rationes in the sense of arguments: 

common sense, dialectical, and philosophical arguments.
795

 If for example applied to the 

defence of the Trinity, common sense arguments are analogies (or similarities, images), 

dialectical arguments are syllogisms, and a philosophical argument is the elaboration of the 

concept of divine generation.
796

 In the Chapters Eight and Nine, which discuss the Trinity in 

the work of Raymond, I will show that these three forms are clearly discernable in the 

Explanatio.   

Dahan rightly observes that Raymond departs from more traditional apologetic writings by 

changing the traditional pair ratio-auctoritas into auctoritas-traditio; traditio here in the sense 

of Jewish tradition.
797

 Argumentation in the Pugio is: ‘strictement scripturaire, au sens larges, 

textes rabbinique compris’, with the exception of two moments: II, c. 11 (the reason why 

Christ had to suffer) and III-I, cs. 1-2 (the reason why there is one God and why God is 

one).
798

 I certainly agree with Dahan that the Capistrum and Pugio display a strong emphasis 

on biblical and rabbinical auctoritates. But the suggestion that Raymond would have left ratio 

largely aside is wrong.
799

 Beside auctoritas there is a considerable amount of ratio in these 

works. First of all, there are more rationes in the Pugio than only II, c. 11 and III-I, cs. 1-2. 

There is III-I, c. 5 (where the Jewish and Christian doctrine on divine attributes are compared 

and the first is reduced to the second),
800

 or III-II (a motivum incarnationis with many 

auctoritates, but a strong rational thrust as well), or III-III, c. 5, ns. 6-16 (reasons for the 

Incarnation and refutations of objections against it). Second, there is much ratiocinatio as 

well, since Raymond’s exegetical method includes many arguments from several sciences, 

like linguistics and history. 

 

 

Conclusion  

Unlike what Colomer in particular, and Dahan to a lesser degree, suggest, the rational 

demonstration of the faith is taken very seriously in the Capistrum and, especially, in the 

Pugio. Behind a vast surface of auctoritas, a deep strive for ratio is discernable. In the 

Explanatio we observe a rather static employment of the pair auctoritas-ratio, with a clear 

shift between these two manifestations of the truth. In the Capistrum and the Pugio such a 

shift is largely absent. Raymond has developed here another strategy of employing reason, in 

which rationes are more intertwined with auctoritates and his exegetical operations. The term 

ratiocinari, ‘reasoning’, seems to cover this style of argumentation.
801

 It includes different 

forms of rational argumentation: exegetical, historical, linguistic, moral, philosophical. In 

fact, the Capistrum and the Pugio harmonize very well with Dahan’s own description of the 

general character of Christian anti-Jewish polemic: It is primarily situated on the level of 

theology, not of philosophy; ‘raison pure’ is hardly present; reason is predominantly used as 

‘raison formelle’, which is intended to guarantee the internal coherence of the faith system.
802

 

Dahan’s conclusion about Bernard Oliver (‘définissant parfaitement le système dialectique à 
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l’intérieur même d’un système autoritatif’)
803

, could also have been his conclusion about the 

Pugio.  

In order to prove this, a close analysis of argumentation in the Capistrum and the Pugio will 

be necessary. In Part Three of my study, where Raymond’s argumentation regarding some 

central Christian doctrines and Jewish objections against it will be discussed, I will show how 

he employed different forms of reasoning, and closely connected them to his reading of 

Scripture. The chapter about the Trinity in particular will prove how rational Raymond’s 

approach in fact was.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 
 

WEAPONS AGAINST THE JEWS 

 

 

 
The previous chapter was about apologetic and epistemic principles. The focus in the present 

chapter will lie on Raymond Martin’s perception of the debate with Judaism. In view of this, 

his prologues to the Capistrum and the Pugio are important texts. They reveal goals, 

addressees, strategies, and sources. They also display the essentials of his view on Judaism. In 

the prologue to the Pugio, he even polemicizes against Christian critics of his approach, who 

apparently disagreed with his preference of using Hebrew Scripture above the Latin Vulgate, 

and with his in depth excursion into rabbinic literature. In the first section I will submit the 

two prologues in translation. In the subsequent sections they will be analysed as to two 

overarching points: motives and objectives; strategies and sources. Both points are divided 

into smaller subsections, the first elaborating on subjects such as initiators, authorship, titles, 

the second on the use of Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature.   

 

 

 

1. The Prologues to the Capistrum  and the Pugio  

 

‘Muzzle for the Jews’ 

Prologue
804

 

 

1. To the glory of God Almighty, who with being One in essence is also Three in 

persons, and to the praise of His mother, who bore her Saviour and that of all people, 

but did not lose her virginity, nor the name of virgin, and also to the honour of the 

holy Dominic, our father, and the blessed Peter Martyr,
805

 our brother, here begins a 

collection of certain authorities from the Old Testament, by which will be proved, first 

and foremost, that Christ has come, and, incidentally, certain other articles of the 

Christian faith, in order to illuminate the blindness of the Jews and crush the hardness 

of their hearts, or to bridle their malice and confound their perfidity.
806

  

2. In two ways, now, the Jews attack or evade the truth concerning the text, or put 

forward their own falsehood against it. Either they say that in Hebrew it is different, 

finding an excuse in the fact that the blessed Jerome more often translated the sense 

from the sense than word for word. Or, if perchance they have agreed [with us] on the 

text, they say that it should be understood or explained differently. With God’s help, I 

will translate these authorities word for word, and I will occasionally add the 

concordance and explanation of their rabbis in the midst of my text or in the margin, 

against the first way. Against the second way, now, I have collected from the Talmud 
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and other authentic books of them certain sayings of their ancient masters, who adduce 

or explain these authorities and other statements of the Prophets in accordance with 

our explanation, which I believe serve our purpose by divine disposition rather than 

their intention. These, now, I will either insert into the text or put in the margin, 

translating them word for word in like manner, as clearly as possible.  

3. As to other things which occur in discussion with Jews, they use many tricks by which 

they refuse to know God and the truth, and flee to many sorts or ways of deceit, not 

hindered by the fear of God, nor by human shame. They are driven by the fraud they 

commit to the text in the mentioned way, their neck extended, just as a lizard taken by 

surprise, or a mole fleeing to its hole. Fearing, now, to evoke reluctance, I wanted to 

restrict myself in this preface to mention only three of these [tricks].  

4. The first of these is that they deny the things which are adduced against them from the 

Talmud, more due to maliciousness than ignorance. The best way to counter this 

would have been to write this little work not only in Latin, but also in Hebrew, with 

the knowledge of reading Hebrew, though not necessarily of understanding it. For, as 

the blessed Augustine says in the book De doctrina Christiana: ‘For either a word or 

an idiom, of which the reader is ignorant, brings him to a stop. Now if these belong to 

foreign tongues, we must either make inquiry about them from men who speak those 

tongues, or if we have time and talent we must learn the tongues ourselves, or we must 

consult and compare several translators.’
807

. If this, now, although it is very easy, for 

some reason is difficult or impossible, let someone either more privately, if possible, 

or more cautiously ask the Jews who were not present at the disputation and did not 

listen to it, not whether these [words or idioms] are present in the Talmud, but how 

they are present there. Because, unless it happens otherwise due to a lack of caution on 

the part of the questioner, they will disagree, which might give the audience a clear 

proof of their falsehood, or someone of them will tell the truth.  

5. The second way of hiding themselves in their faithlessness is that they rarely if ever 

respond to what is proposed to them, but make themselves and their discussion partner 

to move from one thing to the other. The one who follows them, rarely will escape 

confusion, rarely too will bring them to a conclusion, and even more rarely to an end. 

Therefore, we need to insist, as long as possible without damage of faith, on the 

proposed matter and promise that we will answer them concerning all these things 

they have poured forth at the proper place and time.   

6. The third way, which they follow more frequently, is that before they howsoever 

finally answer the question, they nevertheless always premise an ample discourse on 

the sanctity of the Patriarchs, on the multitude and also the quality of their miracles, on 

the glory of the Law written with the finger of the Creator,
808

 and on the revelations of 

God to their Fathers, sometimes by Himself, sometimes by the angels, sometimes by 

the Prophets. In these and similar things, and in misleading responses, they speak 

boastfully and elaborate so long until they have used up almost all their time. And so it 

happens, that in case you would neglect their bombastic glory in debate, they stay 

invincible and victorious in the response, or, conversely, when you will not have time 

to confute both things. But if you have time and with the best possible arguments are 

able to destroy [their] fraud and deceit, these still do not lose their hiding-place in 

them. For whenever they ought to be confused, they, on the contrary, in order to cause 
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you to blush and to make your true and strong arguments insignificant and trifling for 

the public, begin to wonder how a man as wise as you are, as prudent, as cautious, as 

discrete, is able to say, mention, and tell such things. Against this nothing better seems 

to be possible to do, than what the guards of the flock do. The broth or brine of dog 

meat is better than that of wolve meat or fox meat. Now, you have done this very well, 

I would say, if you have taken care of defending the truth and the faith, and always 

and everywhere have revealed their deceit to the sheep of Christ, putting forward their 

argumentations of the sort mentioned and so supplying some defects of it [i.e. defects 

of their way of reasoning]. As we do not want, nor are able to deny the sanctity of 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, or of some other Fathers of the Jews, so too we cannot, 

nor should hide the maliciousness of their children, that is, of the Jews, when God 

reveals it. Since from the day Moses started to know them [Deut 9:24],
809

 they were at 

least ‘a perverse generation and faithless children’ [Deut 32:20], ‘children denying, 

children not wanting to hear the law of God’ [Is 30:9], ‘wicked children too and false 

seed’ [Is 57:4]. And until now for God ‘like children of the Ethiopians’ [Amos 9:7], in 

yet another respect unjustly, ‘bearing the iniquity of their Fathers’ [Ezek 18:20]. Let 

them consider, therefore, what Gregory said with very good reason: ‘If someone is 

bad, there is no stronger reproach than speaking about the nobility of his parents.’  

7. Again, as it is definitely so the case that God did for them ‘very many great deeds in 

Egypt and many terrible things at the Red Sea’, it is equally well-known that after this 

they attributed all of it ‘to the image of a calf that feeds on hay’ [Ps 106:20-22]. ‘To 

manna also they preferred onions and garlic, leeks and things like that, cucumbers and 

melons’ [Num 11:5]. After that they transgressed the law written with the finger of 

God. That is why the Lord gave them, as testified by Ezekiel, ‘regulations that were 

not good and directives whereby which they should not live, and polluted them by 

their own offerings, when they sacrificed all that is born of a womb.’ [Ezek 20:25-26]. 

‘He drove them even from his own house, and did not love them anymore’ [Hos 9:15]. 

‘For his name is great among the nations from where the sun rises to where it is going 

down’ [Mal 1:11], ‘and he called his servants by another name’ [Is 65:15], that is, not 

Jews anymore but, better, Christians. 

8. In addition, since it is written: ‘Bind with bit and bridle the jaws of those who refuse 

to come to you’ [Ps 32:9],
810

 this little work may serve not so much as a bridle 

(frenum) but rather as a muzzle (capistrum), until God should bestow the bridle which 

He is preparing, since, indeed, it is an unpolished and roughly patched thing, whence it 

may be called a ‘Muzzle for the Jews’. It seemed good to me to distinguish it in seven 

arguments of the Christians that the Messiah came [already] and seven invalid 

arguments of the Jews that he did not come. Some titles related to the content of each 

part are added at the proper place, so that the content offers and presents itself more 

easily to those who look for it. That God, who gave affection to this, may bring it into 

effect and to a perfect end, and that He for me, a sinner and anyhow his useless 

servant, as well as for everyone who would come to work in this [enterprise] to God’s 

honour and glory, may make this labour result in eternal merit and reward. Amen        
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‘Dagger of faith’ 

Prologue
811

 

 

[Here] begins the prologue to the Dagger for Christians (Pugio Christianorum), in order to 

destroy the unbelief of the faithless (impii), and most of all of the Jews; composed by friar 

Raymond Martin of the Order of Preachers.
812

 

 

1. As it is, according to the blessed Paul, most fitting and beautiful if a preacher of the 

truth ‘is able to instruct the faithful in sound doctrine and refute those who contradict 

the truth’ [Titus 1:9], and according to the blessed Peter if one ‘is always prepared to 

satisfy all who ask arguments for the things he believes and preaches in hope and 

faith’ [1Pet 3:15]; the contrary being very shameful, indeed, 

2. and, moreover, since according to a maxim of Seneca, ‘no plague is more effective to 

harm than an enemy who is close’,
813

 and no enemy of the Christian faith is more 

familiar and unavoidable to us than the Jew, 

3. it has been enjoined upon me to compose, from those books of the Old Testament 

which the Jews accept and also from the Talmud and the rest of their authentic 

writings, a work as might be available like a dagger (pugio) for preachers and 

guardians of the Christian faith – at some times to cut for the Jews the bread of the 

divine Word in sermons; at other times to slit the throat of their impiety and perfidity, 

and to destroy their pertinacity against Christ and their impudent insanity. So I have  

relied on the help of the Son of He who made the world from nothing, who [the Son] 

did not want to fulfil his own will but that of the Father, and who prescribes obedience 

to prelates, leaders, and superiors. The dagger of the sort I will fashion, although not 

[precisely] as how it was prescribed but nevertheless of a kind I know and am able to 

make, is principally against the Jews, then against the Saracens and some other 

adversaries of the true faith. 

4. May now, I ask, my excuse to begin such a bold and rash undertaking please be the 

encouragement of many brothers to make something for the promotion of the faith and 

the defence of devotion, and also the impossibility to refuse the official command of a 

prelate. Wheresoever I shall have erred, I request earnestly that it will not be imputed 

to me as malice, but rather ascribed to simplicity and lack of skill, and let it be 

corrected by he who is able, and without any defense higher authority will be deferred 

to. 

5. Now, the substance of this Dagger, especially inasmuch as it pertains to the Jews, is 

twofold: first and foremost, the auctoritates of the Law, the Prophets,
814

 and the entire 
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Old Testament; second, certain traditions, which I found in the Talmud and Midrashim 

– that is, glosses –, and traditions of the ancient Jews, which I gladly raised up like 

pearls out of an enormous dunghill.
815

 With the help of God I shall translate them into 

Latin and adduce and insert them at their proper places, insofar as shall seem wise to 

me. 

6. These traditions, which they [the Jews] call torah shebbe-‘al peh – oral law –, they 

believe and state that God gave to Moses along with the Law on Mount Sinai. Then 

Moses, they say, transmitted them to his disciple Joshua, Joshua to his successors, and 

so on, until they were committed to writing by the ancient rabbis.
816

 Yet it seems that 

to believe this, that God gave Moses on the Mount Sinai all that is in the Talmud, 

should be deemed – on account of the innumerable absurdities which it contains – 

nothing other than the insanity of a ruined mind. 

7. Certain [traditions], however, which savour of the truth and in every way smell of and 

represent the doctrine of the Prophets and the holy Fathers, wondrously and incredibly 

bespeak the Christian faith too, as will become obvious in this little book. They 

destroy and confound the perfidy of modern Jews, and I do not think that one should 

doubt that they managed to make their way successively from Moses and the Prophets 

and the other holy Fathers to those who recorded them. For in no way other than from 

the Prophets and the holy Fathers do we think that such things descended, since 

traditions of this sort are entirely contrary to those regarding the Messiah and so many 

other matters which the Jews have believed from the time of Christ even until now.  

8. Such things of this sort were thus not meant to be rejected, since nobody sane would 

reject what he finds in places like the Law and the Prophets, even though both these 

are rejected among those so perfidious [the Jews]. For a wise man never despises a 

precious stone, even if it might be found in the head of a dragon or a toad. Honey is 

the spittle of bees, and how could there be anything less worthy of it than those having 

a poisonous sting! Indeed he is not to be deemed foolish who knows how to render it 

fit for his own beneficial uses, as long as he knows to avoid the harm of the sting.  

9. We therefore do not reject such traditions but embrace them both for those reasons 

already mentioned and because there is nothing so capable of confuting the impudence 

of the Jews; there is found nothing so effective for overcoming their evil. Finally, what 

would be more joyous for a Christian than if he could most easily twist the sword of 

his enemy from his hand and then cut off the head of the infidel with his own blade, or 

just like Judith butcher [the infidel] with his own stolen dagger? [Jud 13:6] 

10. Further, whenever I introduce the authority of a text taken from the Hebrew, I will not 

follow the Septuagint, nor another interpreter. And what may seem to be even a 

greater presumption, I will neither defer to Jerome himself, nor will I avoid the 

unsuitability of the Latin language by translating the truth of the things we find with 

the Hebrews word for word, whenever this serves [the truth]. For on account of this, a 

way that is broad and spacious for subterfuge is barred to the false-speaking Jews. 
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With my translation the truth is introduced by us against them and they will hardly be 

able to say it was not contained in their versions.  

11. Moreover, perhaps he who listens to blessed Jerome will cease from devouring me, 

where in his commentary on Micah 1, ‘Tell it not in Gath’, to Paula and Eustochius he 

says: ‘Much of the Hebrew is in disagreement with the Septuagint, and mine as well as 

your translation is overwhelmed in difficulties, so that we need the help of the Spirit of 

God.’
817

 He also speaks [in the letter] to Oceanus in these words: ‘Yet once more I 

came to Jerusalem and to Bethlehem. What trouble and expense it cost me to get the 

Jew Bartemius to teach me under cover of night. For by his fear of the Jews he showed 

himself to me as a second Nicodemus [John 3:2].’
 818

  

12. In a letter to Augustin, he even wrote in this manner: ‘About the Hebrew itself, we 

have expressed what we understood of it, meanwhile conserving the truth of the sense 

more than of the words.’ And again in the same letter: ‘You tell me that I have given a 

wrong translation of some word in the prophet Jonah, and that a bishop narrowly 

escaped losing his charge through the clamorous tumult of his people, which was 

caused by the different rendering of this one word. At the same time, you withhold 

from me what the word was which I have mistranslated, thus taking away the 

possibility of my saying anything in my own vindication, lest my reply should be fatal 

to your objection. Unless perhaps the old dispute about the gourd revives after many 

years, when Cornelius brought against me the charge of translating ivy (hedera) 

instead of gourd (cucurbita). I have already given a sufficient answer to this in my 

commentary on Jonah.
819

 At present, I will restrict myself to saying that in that 

passage where the translators of Septuagint have gourd (cucurbita) and Aquila and the 

others have rendered the word ivy (hedera), the Hebrew manuscript has קקיון 

[kikaion], which is in the vulgar tongue kikiar. This is a kind of shrub having large 

leaves like a vine, and when planted it quickly springs up to a small tree stand upright 

by its own stem without the support of canes or poles, as both gourds and ivy do. If, 

therefore, in translating word for word, I had put the word kikaion, no one would 

know what it meant; if [I had used] the word gourd (cucurbita), I would have said 

what is not found in the Hebrew. I therefore put down ivy (hedera), that it might not 

differ from all the other translators.
820

 So far the blessed Jerome to the holy Augustin. 

Jerome says the same again in the Original, or the commentary on Jonah: ‘For gourd 

(cucurbita) or ivy (hedera) we read in Hebrew kikaion.’ And more below: ‘When I 

translated the Prophets, I chose to use the Hebrew name, because the Latin language 

has no word for a tree of this sort. But I am afraid of the grammarians. They might 

find an occasion to comment and form images of Indian beasts, Boeotian mountains, 

or whatever monstrosities of that type. So, I followed the old translators, who 

translated with hedera as well.’        

13. This, now, I wanted to adduce from the mouth of the blessed Jerome before starting 

this piece of work. [I quoted him] against those who often contend what they 

themselves did not do and usually condemn everything what they are ignorant of. The 

fact that my translation does not follow him, or the other [translators] – of which I 
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explained the reason several times –,  without any doubt will be disapproved by them; 

you can take that from me.      

14. Again, these kind of people should know that at very many places in Holy Scripture 

the truth is held more plainly and perfectly on behalf of the Christian faith in the 

Hebrew (in litera Hebraica) than in our translation [the Vulgate]. From innumerable 

examples of this, it suffices to bring forward only one. About at the beginning of the 

prophet Habakuk [Hab 1:5], [our] translator says: Nec aspicite in gentibus, etc., quod 

opus factum est in diebus vestris, quod nemo credet, cum narrabitur, ‘Do not look at 

the gentiles (…), for a work will be done in your days, which no one believes when it 

will be told’, whereas the Hebrew contains: כי פעל פעל בימיכם לא תאמינו כי יספר [ki paal 

poel bi-mekhem lo taaminu ki yesufar], ‘for a work will be done in your days, which 

you will not believe when it will be told’. May it be that this ‘work’ can be interpreted 

either ad literam about Nebuchadnezzar or mystice about Christ, in any event, when 

we want to give the word a meaning, our litera does not seem to accord with the truth, 

because it says nemo credet, ‘no one will believe’. The first [interpretation], that is, 

when it is interpreted about Nebuchadnezzar, all Jews believed. The second, that is, 

when it is interpreted about the incarnation of Christ, innumerable gentiles and some 

Jews, such as the apostles, believed. Thus, our mentioned translation which from the 

Hebrew sense was translated to such a sense that it in a twisting manner compels us to 

say nemo credet, ‘no one will believe it’, that means, rarius, ‘very few’. In the Hebrew 

letter no twisting is necessary, on the contrary, it must be very pleasant for us [to 

know] that the conclusion with evident necessity must be that the more than wonderful 

and surprising work of the incarnation of Christ was done in the days of the Jews, that 

is, when they still had the land of promise in possession. After all, no other works 

done in the days of the Jews were not believed by them when told to them, except for 

the work of the incarnation and those [works done to them] who followed and will 

follow this work.    

15. However, when someone feels forced to be contentious against this, he may know that 

Paul is on my side: According to Luke, he preached Christ to the Jews with the 

following words and affirms, not in our letter but rather according to the Hebrew: 

Quia opus in diebus vestris operor, quod non credetis, si quis enarraverit vobis, ‘For I 

am doing a work’, that is, the incarnation of Christ, the gloss says, ‘that you – denying 

the incarnation –, will not believe when someone tells it to you [Acts 13:41].’
821

 These 

words may be sufficient against those who objected. And if they refuse to be 

convinced, it will be quite a comfort for me that, according to the opinion of the 

ignorant and the jealous, I err with Paul. 

16. Further, the form of this dagger will be unpolished and rough in many places in order 

to avoid lengthiness, but I do not think it is too little accessible for someone who has 

the skill and training to compose rationes from the things he finds here and who 

knows how to stab. The [work] is divided in chapters which are numbered, so that the 

contents for those who need them and are looking for it open up and occur more 

easily.   

17. Since certain Hebrew words deserve to be put forward in Latin letters, and [I want to] 

avoid Jewish derision, I will add a letter ҫ, composed of c and z, to our letters, which 

must get the same sound before an a, o, and u as the c has before an e and i. At the end 
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of a syllable or a word it has a sound between two letters, namely the c and z. Our 

letter k will I often put for the caph of the Jews, which they often pronounce fricative.   

18. May the Son of God, Jesus Christ, who with the Father and the Holy Spirit lives and 

reigns, God of all ages, who gave me the incentive to begin, give to me, his servant, a 

similar ease to finish it as well, so that it brings glory and honour to God, confirmation 

and defence of our faith to the believers, and true and useful conversion to the infidels. 

And may it also be to my eternal salvation, me being the least of the Order of 

Preachers. Amen.   

 

                     

A few remarks on the structure of the Prologue to the Pugio  

The prologue of the Pugio contains various standard elements of a medieval prologue.
822

 It 

belongs to the so-called ‘Aristotelian prologues’, which means that it is structured along the 

four Aristotelian causes (final, efficient, material and formal cause).
823

 The causa finalis of a 

writing is the justification for the existence of it; it includes the writer’s intention and 

objectives. The causa efficiens regards the author of the work (the secondary causa), who in 

the case that he is a theologian nearly always points to God as the divine author of the work 

(the primary causa); information on commissioners of a work or persons to which it is 

dedicated also belongs to this cause. The causa materialis regards the subject, the substratum 

of the work, including the main sources on which the author bases himself. The causa 

formalis is the pattern imposed by the author on his materials; both the manner of using and 

arranging them, the latter often leading to a survey of the structure of the work.  

In the prologue of the Pugio the words materia and the forma are explicitly mentioned. The 

final and efficient causes are not, but they are clearly recognizable in the text.
824

 Besides these 

four elements, there is another formal feature present, which is typical for many medieval 

theological writings: the titulus or inscriptio, immediately followed by a biblical quotation.
825

 

One important element of a medieval prologue, a survey of the structure of the work (usually 

treated under the forma), lacks. Remarks on the structure are put at the beginning of part I and 

return in the short introductions to part II and the three distinctions of part III.  
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Aristotelian prologue from the context of commentaries on auctores to provide the basis of introductions to their 

own works.’ (161). He shows this along several examples (161-165); see also Dahan, ‘Les prologues’, 68.   
824

 The prologue starts with the causa finalis, which reaches into section 3; from halfway section 3 through 

section 4, the causa efficiens is described; section 3 already mentions the causa materialis but the full 

description of the materia starts with section 5 (2-3); remarks on the forma of the Pugio cover section 16 and 17 

(6). The prologue ends with a prayer to Christ, in which the causae of aims and author return: that Christ, who 

gave Raymond the incentive to start the book, gives the strength to finish it as well, so that it brings glory to God 

and will be useful for believers and unbelievers.        
825

 See also the Summa contra gentiles (Prov 8:7) and the Explanatio simboli Apostolorum (1Cor 13:12). In De 

rationibus fidei, 1Pet 3:15 is used as an inclusion around the Chapter One and Two. An opposite example is the 

preface of the Capistrum Iudaeorum, which is not dominated by a biblical quotation.  
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2. Motives and Objectives 

 

Earlier in this study, I proposed that the Capistrum and the Pugio were occasioned by 

different motives. The Capistrum was written in the direct aftermath of the Disputation of 

Barcelona, when Raymond was a member of the royal commission investigating and 

censoring rabbinic literature. An important motive for composing the Capistrum must have 

been dissatisfaction, more in general with Jewish arguments against Christianity and Jewish 

behaviour in relation to Christians, and more specifically with the experience of the 

Disputation of Barcelona.
826

 Part II of the Pugio is a continuation, and partly a revision of the 

Capistrum. With part III of the Pugio Raymond makes a fresh start, organizing his arguments 

into a new structure that seems to have in mind an audience of students in particular.
827

    

The fact that one of the dedications Raymond makes in the prologue of the Capistrum 

regards Peter Martyr, the famous Dominican General-inquisitor in Northern Italy who was 

murdered in 1252, adds to the assumption that the Capistrum was closely connected to 

inquisitorial activities. Raymond of Peñafort, also a member of the mentioned royal 

commission, was one of the leading figures of the inquisition in Aragon.
828

 Though the 

inquisition had no formal jurisdiction over Jews, it is rather likely that a commission officially 

entrusted with the investigation of Judaism and of which one of the members was a leading 

inquisitor, did not restrict itself to scrutinizing books. Probably the commission questioned 

Jews and debated with them. The focus on debate and discussion with Jews (including their 

strategies), so clearly reflected in the prologue of the Capistrum, is very likely a result of this 

experience. The prologue further seems to prove that the Disputation of Barcelona was rather 

the confirmation of a regular practice of ‘smaller’ debates between friars and Jews, than a 

sublime exception. The term disputatio Iudaeorum, ‘disputation with the Jews’, is used by 

Raymond in a general form, implying frequency.  

The prologue of the Pugio shows a different aspect of pressure on Judaism. Preaching has 

become a key word. It sets off with two quotations from the apostles Peter and Paul as devices 

for ‘preachers of the truth’. A few lines down it characterizes the Pugio as ‘a dagger available 

for preachers and guardians of the Christian faith – at some times to cut for the Jews the bread 

of the divine Word in sermons; at other times to slit the throat of their impiety and 

faithlessness, and to destroy their pertinacity against Christ and their impudent insanity.’ It 

seems here that Raymond defines two aims and two target groups. He has written the Pugio in 

order to supply preachers with material for composing sermons against the Jews. Moreover, 

he intends to help ‘guardians (cultores) of the Christian faith’ to attack Jewish unbelief and 

insults against Christ. Raymond does not further describe these cultores, but apart from the 

fact that he will have considered preachers to be cultores of the faith, he probably also had 

censors, inquisitors, and ecclesiastical and worldly rulers in mind,
829

 that is, all those he holds 

responsible for the quality of faith of common Christians and for the restriction of deviant, 

anti-Christian forms of thinking and behaviour.  

                                                 
826

 For the probable Dominican discomfort with the results of the Disputation of Barcelona and attempts by 

Raymond Martin to perfect and refine the new missionizing agumentation conducted by Paul Christian, see esp. 

Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 289-306; id., Daggers of Faith, 124-126; id., Barcelona and 

Beyond, 86-87. See also Part III.  
827

 See Chapter Two, Section One. 
828

 See Chapter One, pp. 22ff.  
829

 In a medieval religious context the word cultor had different meanings. It may be translated as ‘worshiper’. In 

that case it refers to Christians in general. But, more faithful to the original meaning of ‘farmer’, ‘cultivator’, the 

word can also be translated as ‘nurturer’ or ‘guardian’. Cohen translates cultores with ‘guardians’, Harvey with 

‘nurturers’; Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 132; Harvey, Raymundus Martini, 40. Willi-Plein, translating it 

with ‘Anhängern’, follows the general meaning of ‘worshipers’; Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 

29.       
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There is still a third aim mentioned in the prologue of the Pugio. In the final section, 

Raymond expresses his hope that by means of his work the faithful will be strengthened and 

the infidels converted. Thus, the Pugio was a book meant for the benefit of both sides, 

Christians and Jews. Here the question can be posed, whether conversion of the Jews was 

really one of the central aims of the Pugio. To be sure, preaching against the Jews was one of 

its central aims, and Raymond intended to supply fellow-preachers with an anti-Jewish 

manual full of topics and possible arguments. But, as I will show in the last part of my 

dissertation, Raymond subscribed to the traditional Christian view that the conversion of the 

Jews would take place in the final days, after the return of Christ. Therefore, the anti-Jewish 

preaching of Raymond cum suis seems to have been more dictated by the felt need to edify 

Christians and to pressurize Jews, than by  the  hope to convert large numbers of Jews.
830

  

The fact that Raymond does not mention preaching to the Jews as an objective in the 

prologue of the Capistrum, does not mean that it was still absent in the 1260s; certainly not. In 

Chapter One I argued that preaching was the main task of the Dominicans and that regular 

Dominican preaching to the Jews in Aragon was already established by law in 1242. Besides, 

debate, the main objective present in the prologue of the Capistrum, was probably part of a 

sermon setting. It may have been the custom that a Christian sermon to Jews was followed by 

discussion between the preacher(s) and representatives of the Jewish community.
831

 The 

Hebrew account of the Barcelona Disputation shows an example of this. In my opinion the 

prologues complete each other rather than that they show a different approach to Judaism. 

Together they display three pillars of Dominican life: legere, predicare and disputare.
832

 

Raymond read Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature; he preached to Jews and discussed 

matters of faith with them; he composed the Capistrum and the Pugio in order to provide 

useful strategies, techniques, and materials for preaching and disputation, which were the 

result of his own experience as a preacher and an investigating censor.  

Nevertheless, behind the different emphasis displayed in these prologues, historical shifts 

may be hidden. Raymond’s definition of the Pugio’s objectives reveals, besides the point of 

preaching, also the desire to destroy Jewish faithlessness. This may signify the wished for 

effect of preaching, but is probably also an exhortation for the secular and ecclesiastical 

authorities. I do not exclude that the Pugio was intended to be a political instrument as well, 

written to show how dangerous the Jews were and how deceitful they crossed the borders with 

Christianity, for example by seducing common Christians to share their objections against the 

Christian truth. Many passages in the Pugio (and in the Capistrum as well) sustain this. 

Several of them will be mentioned in the following chapters. In the prologue of the Pugio the 

maxim of Seneca, quoted right at the start, has the same connotation. ‘No plague is more 

effective to harm than an enemy who is close’, and Raymond adds, ‘no enemy is more 

                                                 
830

 In his article ‘Reason and Faith’, Harvey Hames argues that polemical works against the Jews in the 

thirteenth century, in which Jewish authoritative texts are employed within a scholastic scheme and method of 

argumentation, in order to ‘support the truth of Christianity’ and ‘to dispel doubts that have risen in other 

contexts’, among which ‘the philosophical examination of theological premises’ (269). I agree with him that 

anti-Jewish disputations (Barcelona and the two disputations of Paris) and written treatises reflect more an 

internal process, than an attempt to convert the Jews. I doubt his conclusion that disputation ‘was mainly for 

internal Christian purposes and preaching for the sake of conversion’ (279). In my opinion, anti-Jewish 

preaching was in most cases also mainly for internal Christian purposes.  
831

 Eight days after the disputation, on the Sabbath, there was organized a meeting in the synagogue. It started 

with two sermons, one delivered by the king and another by Raymond of Peñafort. After that Moses ben 

Nahman responded to the king’s sermon and discussed with Peñafort and Paul Christian on the Trinity, a subject 

not treated during the disputation itself.  
832

 I noted this already in Chapter One, p. 45. 
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familiar to the Christian faith and more inevitable for us than the Jew.’ The Jews are close, 

they are enemies of the Christian faith, they are harmful, and they should be stopped.
833

  

 Precedents of this are present in the Capistrum, the following example being one of the 

most explicit. Tellingly, it contains another quote from Seneca about enemies:      
 

See, which arrows the Synagogue of Satan shoots at Christ and those who belong to Him. Surely 

these [arrows] will wound the unprepared more dangerously, if they are believed to be shot from 

a bow of truth. Whoever thus has the zeal of God and his Spirit; do not neglect and undervalue 

this. Since as Seneca said: ‘It belongs to the wise to fear even a humble enemy. But if you do not 

know to fear as a wise man, then fear at least for the unwise and uneducated. Because, if 

Muhammad, for instance, who at the outset was all alone, entirely uneducated, utterly 

impoverished, hated by his own kinsmen and foreigners alike, so far removed from our borders, 

and so obvious in his falsehood, could introduce so much corruption into the world on behalf of 

the devil, what do you think the devil can accomplish through the Jews, who are so numerous, 

almost all educated and most adept at trickery, so well endowed from the good life and the 

usuries they receive from Christians, so loved by our princes on account of the services they 

provide and the flatteries they spew forth, so scattered and dispersed throughout the world, so 

secretive in their deceptions that they display a remarkable appearance of being truthful, and so 

frightened already at the sound of a rustling leaf?!
834

 

 

Passages of this kind make clear that Raymond’s work reflects a sense of fear for Jewish 

influence on Christian leaders and uneducated Christians. It is therefore very well possible 

that the emphasis on preaching in the prologue of the Pugio is a sign that the ‘prelates, 

leaders, and superiors’, who, as Raymond informs us, ordered him to write the Pugio, were 

preparing a new stage in the missionary assaults on Judaism. In Chapter Two I argued that it 

was Raymond’s original plan to write a manual against different groups of unbelievers. He 

started with a refutation of the main philosophical errors of his time (part I), went on with the 

part against Judaism (part II), and planned to attack Islam and other errors in the remainder of 

the work. Somewhere in the second half of the 1270s the Dominican Provincial Chapter in 

Spain appointed him to establish a studium hebraicum in Barcelona. This brought him to 

compose a manual for students (PF III). Only then did the Pugio become a Summa contra 

Iudaeos, a focus which the prologue clearly reflects. In view of this, the emphasis on 

preaching to the Jews becomes clear as well, since a Dominican Hebrew language school was 

precisely meant to prepare friars for this. In the prologue Raymond maintains that the Pugio 

was also written against Saracens and other adversaries of the Christian faith: ‘a dagger […] 

principally against the Jews, then against the Saracens and some other adversaries of the true 

faith’. Though this is not untrue, the Pugio should not be seen as a Contra Saracenos, or a 

                                                 
833

 Raymond’s comparison of the Jews with a pestis may have been inspired by the papal bull Turbato Corde, in 

which the plague- and family-motif are present as well. Turbato Corde was issued in 1267, and reissued in 1274 

and 1281, precisely the years when Raymond was working on the Pugio. It was directed to the Dominican and 

Franciscan inquisitors. Given Raymond’s close relationship with Peñafort, who was the organizer of the 

inquisition in Aragon in the 1240s (see Chapter One), Raymond must have known the bull. Raymond’s imagery, 

however, is more extreme than that of the pope. Whereas Clement (and later Gregory X and Nicholas IV) write 

that judaizing Christians were a pestis, since they formed an enmity within the family, Raymond applies the 

same image to Jews in general. I do not believe that Raymond used the metaphor pestis in a sense connected to 

an image already popular in the thirteenth century: that of the Jew being involved in the spread of all kinds of 

disease, either through magic and sorcery, or through actions such as the poisoning of wells. He lived more than 

half a century before the Black Death ravaged all of Europe (1348/9), when rumours of Jews having poisoned 

wells led to massacres and expulsions of thousands of them. 
834

 CI II, neq. 1, n. 2 (24-26). The translation of the second part of this text (from ‘Because, if’) is with a few 
changes drawn from Cohen, Living Letters, 348-349. The first part of the translation is my own. In Chapter Ten I 
will quote this passage once again, then entering upon the question to which social context and position of the 
Jews Raymond responds.  
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Contra gentiles.
835

 The largest part of the work is entirely geared towards the discussion with 

Judaism. The title Pugio fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, which is of later date, is therefore 

misleading.    

One might say that much of the explanation of the Christian faith and parts of the refutation 

of Jewish error are transferable to the debate with Muslims and other deviating or non-

Christian groups. Especially Part Three treats several doctrinal issues that touch the debate 

with Islam. In a few cases, Raymond mentions this explicitly. For example in the Trinitarian 

treatise (III-I), where he states at the end of chapter five: ‘If someone was more pleased with 

the way I always have been holding the mystery of the Trinity in my disputations with Jews 

and Muslims, trying to convince them, he should read the next chapter.’
836

 This next chapter 

tries to explain the Christian position on the divine generation of the Son through an exegesis 

of Proverbs 8. The issue of divine generation certainly was part of the Christian-Muslim 

debate.
837

 The arguments, however, with which Raymond defends this Trinitarian concept are 

loaded with quotations from Hebrew scripture and rabbinic sources. Not a very good basis for 

a discussion with Muslims. Only when thoroughly reformulated, the argumentation could be 

useful against Muslims. I believe such a reformulation was planned to be the effort of the 

Contra Sarracenos part of the Pugio that was never written. Perhaps Raymond’s vague 

remark, that ‘the dagger of the sort I will fashion, although not [precisely] as how it was 

prescribed but nevertheless of a kind I know and am able to make’, hints at a different original 

plan.  

 

 

Initiators behind the Pugio 

No initiative within the Dominican order was personal, as I argued elsewhere regarding the 

origin of the Summa contra gentiles,
838

 and certainly not a work like the Pugio, which is so 

closely related to orchestrated Dominican initiatives towards Judaism in Aragon from the 

1260s on, such as the Disputation of Barcelona, the censorship of rabbinic literature, and the 

erection of a Dominican school of Hebrew in Barcelona (end 1270s). Two sentences in the 

prologue of the Pugio clearly indicate that the Pugio was not Raymond’s personal initiative:  
 

It has been enjoined upon me to compose […] a work as might be available like a dagger (…). So, 

relying for help on the Son of Him who made the world from nothing, who did not want to fulfil his 

own will but that of the Father, and who prescribes obedience to praelati and maiores, I will fashion 

a dagger […]
839

  

 

May now, I ask, my excuse to begin such a bold and rash undertaking please be the encouragement 

of many brothers to make something for the promotion of the faith and the defence of devotion, and 

also the impossibility to refuse the official command of a prelate.
840

 

 

Who were the initiators behind the Pugio? From the texts just quoted I would conclude that 

the initiative was broadly supported by ecclesiastical authorities, that is, by praelati and 

maiores (text 1),
841

 but that the official command to start with it came from a particular 

prelate (text 2). The word praelati refers to the higher clergy, probably thus to the 

                                                 
835

 See Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 25-26.  
836

 PF III-I, c. 5, n. 5 (ed. H, 128; ed. L, 506): ‘Si cui vero modus quem ego sive disputando sive persuandendo 

iudaeis et sarracenis mysterium trinitatis semper tenui magis placuerit, legat sequens capitulum.’  
837

 See Chapter Eight, pp. 234-235.  
838

 Wiersma, ‘Aquinas’ Theory on Dialogue’, 9-12.   
839

 PF, prol., n. 3 (2). 
840

 PF, prol., n. 4 (2).  
841

 Praelati and maiores are the words used in the Geneviève-manuscript. In the edition-text of the Pugio a third 

group is added: praelati, principes, and maiores. PF, prol., n. 3 (2).   
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ecclesiastical authorities in Aragon and Barcelona, like the archbishop of Tarragona or the 

bishop of Barcelona, or perhaps a prelate of the Dominican order.
842

 One of them may have 

been the praelatus mentioned in the second passage. The term maiores, mentioned in the first 

passage, probably refers to Raymond’s direct superiors. He may have meant the master-

general of the Dominicans, the Spanish provincial, or the prior of St. Catherine in Barcelona, 

Raymond’s home convent. Now, if the Acts of the Spanish Provincial Chapter of the 1270s 

had been complete, we might have known the identity of the prelate who ordered the Pugio, 

and we probably would have known more about the context in which this command was 

issued.
843

 Raymond of Peñafort certainly played an important role in the decision to compose 

the Pugio, and there is a fair chance that he was the mentioned prelate. Chronologically this is 

possible, since Peñafort died in 1275.  

Praelati and maiores are the words used in the Geneviève-manuscript. In the edition-text of 

the Pugio a third group is added: principes.
844

 If this is correct, some principes belonged to 

the group of main supporters as well. Were they members of the Crown of Aragon or leading 

figures in the important cities? In view of Robert Chazan’s findings regarding the close 

cooperation between Church, Crown, and friars, in what he calls a ‘new missionizing 

enterprise’ and a ‘new-style Christian missionizing among the Jews’, it is certainly possible 

that the Crown of Aragon supported the initiative.
845

 The fact, however, that the term 

principes stands between two categories of ecclesiastical authorities (praelati and maiores) 

may indicate that the term refers to the highest Dominican leaders, that is, the master-general, 

the Spanish provincial, or the members of the Dominican Provincial Chapter in Spain. 

Perhaps the Provincial Chapter decided in the mid 1270s that Raymond should write a Contra 

gentiles on behalf of the Dominican language schools in Spain. Apart from the superior order, 

‘many brothers’ as well encouraged Raymond to write the Pugio: ‘for the promotion of faith 

and the defence of devotion’.  

 

 

The titles ‘Capistrum’ and ‘Pugio’  

The meaning of the titles adds to my conjecture that between the composition of the 

Capistrum and the Pugio the call for intensive preaching among the Jews became stronger 

and led to the erection of a studium hebraicum and the writing of a preaching manual against 

the Jews. The word pugio had a specific meaning in the field of preaching, whereas the word 

capistrum refers to the need or the wish to curb, to restrict. Capistrum indicates that a reaction 

against a way of behaviour is needed; pugio is more of a proactive term, referring to a specific 

approach employed in preaching or debate.         

First, Capistrum. In the final section of the prologue, Raymond explains why he took this 

word as title:  
 

In addition, since it is written: ‘Bind with bit and bridle the jaws of those who refuse to come to 

you’ [Ps 32:9], this little work may serve not so much as a bridle (frenum) but rather as a muzzle 

                                                 
842

 Though in this period the word praelati did not always mean the higher clergy only (see D. Avray, The 

Preaching of the Friars. Sermons diffused from Paris before 1300, New York 1985, 14, n. 5), it seems certain to 

me that it does here.    
843

 See Chapter One, p. 12. 
844

 PF, prol., n. 3 (2).   
845

 For the quotations, see Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 115, 38; for the support of secular powers to the new 

missionizing enterprise towards Judaism in Aragon, ibid., 38-48. In Barcelona and Beyond, 80-99, Chazan 

shows how the King supported the preaching of the friars to the Jews and the inquisitorial initiatives of the friars 

towards rabbinic literature, but at the same time gives in to petitions and demands of the Jews to regulate 

significant safeguards and protection against excessive Dominican interference (see especially his conclusions 

on p. 99).  
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(capistrum), until God should bestow the bridle which He is preparing, since, indeed, it is an 

unpolished and roughly patched thing, whence it may be called a ‘Muzzle for the Jews’.
846

 

 

Though medieval writers gladly used a ‘captatio benevolentiae’ as a rethorical trope, I am 

inclined to take Raymond’s remark seriously that he considered the Capistrum only ‘an 

unpolished and roughly patched thing’ and truly relativized the merits of his own authorship 

by using words like opusculum,  inculta, and rude consuta. ‘Until God should bestow the 

bridle which He is preparing’ indicates that he expected God to send the true bridle that 

finally would restrain the Jews.
847

 I do not think he refers here to a more talented fellow 

preacher able to compose a better manual. In my opinion the rethorical topos here serves an 

eschatological-christological point. The preceding verse of the Psalm (32:8: ‘I will give you 

understanding, and instruct you in the way you should go, I will keep you under my eye’)
848

 

leads to suspect that Raymond has Christ in mind; He is the bridle which God is preparing and 

will be sent at the end of days to convert the Jews. If this is correct, Raymond did not pretend 

that he and his fellow preachers could lead Judaism to Christianity by preaching and 

disputation. His view corresponded with mainstream Christian tradition following Paul’s 

statement in his letter to the Romans: ‘until the fullness of the nations will come in’ (Rom 

11:25) the Jews will remain blind and hard-hearted.
849

 A capistrum, a ‘muzzle’, is meant to 

prevent a horse from biting, not to lead it, for which a frenum, a rein bridle is needed. As long 

as the Jews refuse to accept Christianity, and the majority of them will do so until the return 

of Christ, a capistrum is needed to restrain them. Thus, the title concurs with my previous 

conclusions that because the Jews were accused of crossing the border with Christianity, 

threatening the faith of common Christians by insulting Christ and confronting them with 

criticism on their main doctrines, Raymond and his colleagues wanted to prevent them from 

‘biting’ Christians, or from ‘shooting their arrows’ at them. Jews should be ‘muzzled’, that is, 

their attacks on the Christian truth should be silenced and the evil they brought about for 

Christian society should be stopped.
850

  

In view of this, it sounds contradictory that the Capistrum was also written ‘in order to 

illuminate the blindness of the Jews and to crush their hard-heartedness’.
851

 But the fact that 

Raymond wished his arguments to be persuasive for his adversaries, does not necessarily 

mean that he thought himself, or his co-friars, able to convert large numbers of Jews. 

Christianity always combined the paradox of, on the one hand, the ‘natural desire’ to persuade 

Jews of the truth and to convert them, and, on the other hand, the belief that the majority of 

them would be converted in the eschaton.
852

 I think Raymond’s statement that the Capistrum 

was ‘an unpolished and roughly patched thing’ is not simply an example of rhetorical 

modesty. It is a serious expression of his faith in the promise of Christ.   
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 CI I, prol., n. 8 (60). 
847

 Vose notes that ‘Martini’s transfomation of the Scriptural bridle into a muzzle is presented as a claim of 

humility, but it also had mocking and insulting overtones’; Vose, Dominicans, 128. 
848

 The Vulgate reads: ‘Intellectum tibi dabo, et instruam te in via hac qua gradieris; firmabo super te oculos 

meos.’  
849

 See, for example, D. Berger, ‘Mission to the Jews and Jewish-Christian Contacts in the Polemical Literature 

of the High Middle Ages’, AHR 1986 (91), 579.  
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 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 9: ‘It has long been recognized that at least some of the literature ostensibly 

directed at Jews was in fact intended to obviate the dangers of judaizing among Christians, especially new ones’; 

with a reference to M. Simon, Verus Israel [Eng. trans. ], Oxford 1986, 306-338.   
851

 CI I, prol., n. 1 (54): ‘Ad Iudaeorum caecitatem illuminandam et cordis duritiam conterendam, vel ad eorum 

malitiam refrenandam et perfidiam confundendam.’ 
852

 Vose, Dominicans, 25; the words ‘natural desire’ I drew from Berger, ‘Mission to the Jews’, 576; see also 

Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 11-14, 36: ‘While forced conversion had long been eschewed by the Church and 

hopes for a full-scale conversion of the Jews had been relegated to a future time, there remained an obligation to 

bring the saving message of Christianity to individual Jews.’    
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The emphasis on preaching to the Jews in the prologue of the Pugio should be understood 

from the same perspective, as well as the new missionary initiatives which stand behind it.  At 

the end of the prologue, Raymond expresses the hope that his work will bring ‘true and useful 

conversion to the infidels’. We should not conclude too fast from this that he had changed his 

opinion and now believed that educated and prepared Christian missionaries would convert 

many Jews. On the contrary, he was pessimistic about large-scale conversion of Jews, and not 

only because preaching experience brought him to draw no other conclusion. Full-scale 

conversion of the Jews belonged to the last days, the return of Christ. In Part Four I will 

further elaborate on this topic and show that although the Pugio certainly is a preaching 

manual, this preaching is not focussed on conversion in the sense of bringing many Jews to 

Christianity.  

Whereas the title Capistrum means to indicate that Judaism should be countered and 

restrained by actively refuting Jewish objections against Christianity and uncovering Jewish 

errors, the title Pugio refers to the preferred method of doing so: attacking Judaism with its 

own weapons. Raymond compares his method with the way Judith killed Holofernes.
853

 She 

took the risk of entering the camp of the Assyrians, managed to take away Holofernes’s 

dagger when he lay on his bed, dead drunk of wine and lust for Judith, and cut off his head. It 

is a vivid image, but it expresses the approach already propagated in the Explanatio: ‘The 

most valid argument is the one taken from the enemy’.
854

 In the prologue to the Pugio, 

Raymond exclaims:  
 

What would be more joyous for a Christian than if he could most easily twist the sword (gladius) of 

his enemy from his hand and then cut off the head of the infidel with his own blade (mucro), or just 

like Judith butcher him [the infidel] with his own stolen dagger (pugio)?
855

  

 

The image is inherently aggressive but must not be understood as a call for violence against 

the Jews. Words like sword, blade, and dagger represented figures of speech suitable for the 

arena of polemics. In the same manner Jewish writers used a great number of anti-Christian 

invectives.
856

 Certainly, in this century the preaching to Jews and Muslims in Spain starts to 

get a mark of compulsion, but violent coercion appears only in the following ages.  

The word gladius, which Raymond obviously uses as a synonym of pugio (see previous 

quotation), was well-defined in some medieval lists of biblical words, called distinctiones.
857

 

Alain of Lille, for example, defines several biblical meanings of gladius. Most of them are 

present in the way Raymond employs and introduces his metaphor and title pugio. For Alain, 

gladius, as it appears in Scripture, can stand for dissensio, discordia or divisio, for sententia, 

for Christianus, and also for temptatio propinqua, and even for pestis.
858

 Raymond starts his 
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 See Jud 13; PF, prol., n. 9 (3-4): ‘Denique quid iucundius christiano quam si distorquere facillime possit de 

manibus hostium gladium et exemplo mucrone proprio caput infidele praecidere, aut instar Judith ipsius arrepto 

pugione truncare.’ The word pugio is the word used in the Vulgate. It reads (VS):  ‘Et haec cum dixisset accessit 
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Another example of using the word pugio as an image of attacking Judaism with its own weapons is PF III-III, 

c. 2, n. 13 (655): ‘Gloriosus tamen, ac melius reputabitur, si quasi proprio eorum pugione de manu eorum 

violenter erepto falsitatis suae nequitias valeas jugulare.’ 
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prologue to the Pugio with a sententia of Seneca that ‘there is no pestis more effective to 

harm than a close enemy’, then states that of all the enemies of the Christian faith, Jews are 

the most familiar and unavoidable. Without mentioning the word gladius or pugio yet, he 

includes four of the biblical meanings distinguished by Alain (sententia, pestis, christianus, 

propinqua) in a sentence that describes the central reason for composing the Pugio. This 

cannot be a coincidence. Raymond here clearly displays his rhetorical and biblical skills: he 

already hints at the title of his work, which he will mention and explain in the following 

section: a pugio for Christian preachers to cut for Jews the bread of the divine Word in 

sermons and to destroy their perfidity. Again, it is no coincidence that another biblical 

meaning of the word gladius given by Alain is sermo divinus, ‘divine word/sermon’. Alain 

also speaks about the sanctae praedicationis gladius benignus, ‘the charitable sword of holy 

preaching’, which is charitable since it stabs (percutere) those who are dying of sin. In the 

following sections Raymond uses metaphors like cutting, stabbing, piercing, decapitating in 

order to make clear that Judaism is living in sin and that its errors and blindness need to be 

destroyed by preaching. Then the final meaning of pugio and gladius appears, not present in 

the list of Alain but drawn from the book of Judith (13:6), and displaying the method of 

preaching to the Jews Raymond propagates: the stolen dagger, or sword, with which the head 

of the sinful infidel will be cut off; the figure of the pugio here represents the method 

Raymond already recommended in the Explanatio, the use of argumenta ab hoste to tackle 

the objections of adversaries against the Christian faith. Thus, however aggressive his 

metaphors may seem, the biblical distinctions of Alain of Lille show that Raymond’s pugio is 

not meant to represent a real weapon with which Jews should be attacked, but refers to the 

living words of God with which Raymond thinks Jews can be saved from the hands of sin.          

In my opinion it is beyond doubt that Raymond knew the biblical distinctiones of Alain, or 

perhaps those of another author. As to the exegetical works of Stephen Langton (d. 1228) 

such a conclusion is less certain. Nevertheless, a gloss of Langton on Judges 3:15-31 nicely 

shows how the word gladius functions as a metaphor for a certain way of preaching. Langton 

treats different aspects of the preaching technique. He compares Ehud, who killed the 

Moabitic king Eglon with a sharp dagger (a two-edged sword, gladius anceps), with Shamgar, 

who slew six hundred Filistines with a ploughshare. For Langton this is a clue to the 

preacher’s choice of instruments. He should attune his method to the public. Whereas the laity 

are easily converted by rude, unpolished preaching (the ploughshare), and Langton mentions 

here the effectiveness of popular stories (exemplum vulgare), a subtle sermon (the two-edged 

sword) to clerics ‘will draw scarcely one of them from their error […] This makes clear that a 

preacher should not always use polished, subtle preaching […] but sometimes a ploughshare, 

that is rude, rustic exhortation.’
859

  

Whether Raymond read Langton on this point is hard to say, but he certainly atuned his 

preaching to the public he intended to address. A quotation from the Capistrum which I 

adduced before, shows that he considered the Jews to be fearsome opponents: ‘What do you 

think the devil can accomplish through the Jews, who are so numerous, almost all educated 

and most adept at trickery’. Almost the entire prologue to the Capistrum is a treatment of 

Jewish strategies in debate. Raymond clearly acknowledged that arguments attuned to the 

Jews would need the use of Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic sources, as well as well-founded 

arguments and subtle argumentation. At the same time he lards his writings with rude, 

unpolished images of Jews and Judaism, with popular speech, and examples from discussions 
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he, or his fellow friars, had with Jews.
860

 The fact that he calls the Capistrum rude and 

unpolished may be a hidden reference to Langton’s advice that a preacher should not always 

be subtle and intellectual.    

   The use of the metaphor of the gladius or sword in relation to the strategy of fighting the 

adversary with his own weapons was already present in the Dialogi of Peter Alfonsi. In the 

prologue, Moses warns Peter that when he puts forward scriptural auctoritates, he will only 

accept them if they are ‘according to the Hebrew truth’. Peter says that he will not refuse this, 

since ‘I strongly desire to knock you down with your own sword’.
861

 Alfonsi here uses the 

word gladius. Raymond chooses the same word, ‘to grab the sword (gladius) from the hands 

of the enemy’, then adding another word for sword (mucro), and finally referring to the 

dagger (pugio) of Judith.
862

 Since the Pugio proves that Raymond was a reader of Alfonsi, he 

may have extended Alfonsi’s metaphor with the story of Judith.
863

          

Finally, it should be noted that the word pugio belonged to the early conception of the 

Dominican enterprise. When Honorius III confirmed the order in 1216, he expressed the hope 

that the friars were ‘about to become pugilists of the faith and true luminaries of the world’
864

 

Thus, the word was part of the constitutive imagery of Dominican preaching. Raymond 

extended the image of the preacher pugilist to the preacher cutting the bread of Christ’s word 

and the preacher stealing the weapons of his adversary, and perhaps, if Langton was indeed 

one of his sources, of the preacher subtly approaching his well-educated and well-experienced 

audience.  

In short, Raymond’s choice for the metaphor of the dagger was a keen one. It met one of 

the proud nicknames by which the Pope expressed the very rational of the followers of 

Dominic; it referred, moreover, to one of the central methodical points of his apologetics 

(argumentum ab hoste); and it stood for a subtle, educated form of preaching, suitable for 

addressing the Jews (‘so numerous and almost all educated’).  

 

 

Working document and collective authorship  

At the end of the prologue of the Pugio, Raymond gives a clue about how the enormous 

corpus of the Pugio should be read and dealt with.
865

 As in the Capistrum, he calls the forma 

of the Pugio ‘unpolished and rough’.
866

 For those who are skilled in the matter and ‘know 

how to stab’, it is accessible enough, he says, to craft the rationes that change it into the 

dagger it ideally might become.
867

 This implies that the Pugio is a compendium and 

workbook, introducing the preacher into the world of rabbinic Judaism and the methods to 

attack it, supplying arguments but at some places still needing skilful hands to apply material 

and method into proper arguments. Though the Pugio fills in many gaps of the Capistrum and 

is much more comprehensive as to the treatment of the Christian doctrine, Raymond still 
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considered it to be unpolished. It is a statement which concurs with the experience of the 

reader. There are parts with balanced and well-composed arguments and others being little 

more than a dry catalogue of scriptural and/or rabbinic texts, sometimes covering the view on 

the main argument behind. 

These remarks on the preliminary character of his work concur with the fact that Raymond 

is modest about his own authorship. He states that he acquitted himself of the task ‘according 

to what I know and am able to’.
868

 These words fit into a notion of authorship that is open to 

correction and improvement: ‘Wheresoever I shall have erred, I request earnestly that it will 

not be imputed to me as malice, but rather ascribed to simplicity and lack of skill, and let it be 

corrected by he who is able’, and then, ‘without any defense higher authority will be deferred 

to’.
869

 The Pugio was the result of growing and expanding knowledge on Hebrew Scripture 

and rabbinic Judaism, and precisely because of that it was a project open to future expansion. 

Presently Raymond was the main author, inspired by Christ, enjoined by superiors, and 

assisted by a group of researchers.
870

 His authorship was part of an ongoing enterprise, 

needing competent co-operators and successors, who would continue the work.
871

 Thus, his 

work was collective in the broadest sense. Such a view on writing and authorship mirrors the 

principles of the medieval Dominican ‘knowledge economy’. Knowledge was collected, 

exchanged, written down, distributed, shared, and always scrupulously put along the 

measuring rod of the Christian truth.
872

 

 

 

The benefit of disputation  

In the previous section I stated that the Capistrum and the Pugio have a double horizon. There 

is an external interest: to muzzle the Jews through preaching and other kinds of polemical 

attacks, and where possible to convert them. And there is an internal benefit: to protect 

Christians against the lure of Judaism and its criticism against the Christian faith. As we saw, 

this double horizon finds itself expressed at the end of the prologue of the Pugio.
873

 It is also 

recognizable in the quotation of Paul’s letter to Titus (Tit 1:9), at the start of the prologue: ‘As 

it is according to the blessed Paul very fitting and beautiful, when a preacher of the truth is 

able to instruct the faithful in sound doctrine and refute those who contradict the truth’.
874

   

Thus, care for the quality of the faith of common Christians was clearly a part of the 

Pugio’s horizon. Writing learned defences and explanations of the Christian faith was one 

means to instruct Christians; preaching was another, more direct and efficient. Organizing 

public disputations was a third, albeit a tricky one, as the Disputation of Barcelona shows. 

When the opponent was learned and clever, which was the case with Moses ben Nahman, the 

Jewish spokesman during this disputation, and when the Christian disputant was insufficiently 

convincing, the result could become the opposite of what the organizers intended. Instead of 

being strengthened and instructed in the Christian faith, the public might be tempted to doubt. 

That is why Raymond notes that his Pugio still needs skilful hands to compose the proper    

arguments, hands which know how to stab. Doubts about the benefit of disputation are visible 
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in an article of Thomas Aquinas, dedicated to the question whether Christians should enter 

into public disputation with unbelievers (ST II-II, q. 10, a.7).  

The article is part of a question which deals with unbelief in general. It shows a pastoral 

care and reflects a protective concern for the Christian faith, or to put it more negatively, fear 

of doubt. Thomas distinguishes two sides in a debate, that of the disputant and that of the 

public. According to Thomas, the intention of the debater is decisive. He would be a sinner if 

he entered a debate because he wants to test his own faith by confronting it with that of 

another. Two other motives for entering a debate are praiseworthy: refutation of error and 

theological practice. As to the side of the Christian hearers who attend a public debate, two 

factors are decisive. First, are they instructed and firm in the faith, or is their faith more 

simple, or even wavering? Second, íf the public consists of simplices, ‘simple folk’, the 

circumstances are decisive. Are they living in an environment which exposes them to attacks 

by unbelievers or in a country where unbelievers are absent? With a wise and instructed 

public, disputation is no problem. With a public of which the majority consists of simplices, 

disputation is risky in both circumstances. In case of the ‘safe’ environment, it would be risky 

to discuss faith in public, since people would be confronted with objections against their faith 

which are new to them. This might confuse them and lead them to doubt. In the other case, 

and this represents the world in which Thomas lives, ‘simple people’ are ‘harassed and 

attacked by the unbelievers, whether these are Jews, heretics or pagans, who strive to corrupt 

the faith in them’.
875 

Thomas concludes that in this situation public debate is necessary, 

provided that it is conducted by trained preachers who stand firm in their faith and have no 

intention to put it to the test. Under these conditions, ‘simple people will be strengthened in 

their faith, whereas the unbelievers are deprived of the ability to deceive’.
876

  

The article shows how Thomas emphasizes the need to defend the Christian faith. Public 

disputation is, first of all, useful in ‘safeguarding the faith’ (ad fidei conservationem).
877

 It is 

remarkable that another imaginable purpose of disputation, namely the possibility of 

convincing the adversary and his supporters, is only mentioned in the last sentence of the 

article.
878

 The main missionary aim clearly regards the edification of Christians.
879

 The 

simplices, that is, common Christians, were in the opinion of Thomas exposed to attacks of 

unbelievers and vulnerable to doubt and deception. Therefore they should be instructed and 

their faith strengthened. In order to accomplish this, the manifestation of the truth and the 

refutation of the adversary’s arguments were the two basic operations the Christian debater 

should be able to command. We recognize here the double task of the wise man defined in the 

Contra gentiles: ‘In order to make the truth known (propter veritatem manifestandam) and to 

refute errors (et errores confutandam).’
880
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3. Strategies and Materials: Hebrew Scripture and Rabbinic Literature  

  

In the prologue of the Capistrum Raymond displays the method he prefers to follow in the 

debate with Jews. He sketches Jewish strategies to deny Christian propositions as to the true 

interpretation of the Old Testament, and he mentions a few of the discussion ‘tricks’ used by 

Jews. He also proposes strategies in order to counter them on these points. Apparently 

Raymond met with criticism on his approach from fellow Christians after the appearance of 

the Capistrum, since the prologue of the Pugio is an elaborate defence and explanation of his 

method. Later on in this section I will expound upon this polemic element. But first I will 

survey Raymond’s choice of doctrinal topics and the main materials which he intends to 

utilize to build his arguments.    

 

 

Topics 

Already in the Capistrum Raymond is very clear about materials and topics:  
 

Here begins a collection of some authorities from the Old Testament, by which will be proved, first 

and foremost, that Christ has come, and, occasionally, a few other articles of the Christian faith.
881

 

 

The main effort of the Capistrum was thus to prove that the Messiah had already come. In this 

regard, it was closely related to the Disputation of Barcelona, in the aftermath of which it was 

composed. The advent of the Messiah was the first point on the agenda of the disputation, it 

dictated the first session, and was part of the second of the four sessions that took place.
882

 

The topic was the ‘linchpin of the new Christian missionizing’.
883

 In Chapter Six, I will 

discuss this point extensively, showing how the argumentation develops from the Disputation 

of Barcelona through the Capistrum into the Pugio, in which it covers the entire second part. 

Apart from this main point, the Capistrum treats ‘occasionally a few other articles of the 

Christian faith’. This is not specified further, but we encounter them scattered throughout the 

book: the Trinity,
884

 the Incarnation,
885

 the divinity of Christ,
886

 the suffering and death of 

Christ,
887

 His resurrection,
888

 the  mission of the Holy Spirit,
889

 the Second Advent of 

Christ,
890

 et cetera.  

The most important development of the Pugio is that in its third part the incidental way of 

treating these subjects is left behind, and the articles of the Christian faith are put in a 

systematic order and successively dealt with in detail. On the final page of the Capistrum, 

Raymond mentions the Pugio’s quality of treating all the articles of the Christian faith, being 

an all-embracing refutation of Jewish errors:   
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For the rest, someone who would like to have more of such proofs, dealt with in the same mode, on 

subjects brought forward here, as well as on the Trinity and on all the articles of the Christian faith, 

he should look them up in the book which I have called Pugio, and read and reread it, since I do not 

believe there are Jewish errors against the Lord Jesus Christ which are not destroyed there through 

writings of the Jews themselves, or which could not be easily destroyed with the things given 

there.
891

       

 

In the prologue of the Pugio, Raymond is silent about the topics he is going to treat. He 

concentrates on his material and especially on the justification of using Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic literature.  

        

 

Materials 

In Chapter Four I have shown how Raymond’s basic strategy was to prove the truth of the 

Christian doctrine solely from sources authoritative for his adversaries. In relation to Islam 

such an approach was problematic, since the Christian truth is a biblical truth. For a preacher 

to the Jews things appeared to be easier, if we may believe Thomas Aquinas, who stated in the 

Summa contra gentiles that both Christians and Jews accept the authority of the Old 

Testament as Holy Scripture, so that ‘we can dispute against Jews by means of the Old 

Testament’.
892

 Raymond, however, is well aware that discussions with Jews are complicated. 

In fact Christians and Jews do not share the same Bible. Jews only accept Hebrew Scripture 

and if Christians have learned to read, they read the Latin translation. This makes that when 

Christians put forward their exegetical conclusions, Jews always have the possibility to state 

that things are put differently in Hebrew. Moreover, Christians and Jews do not share a 

common body of traditional, explanatory literature based on Scripture. Therefore, the only 

way for Christians to bridge the gap with Judaism is to study the Hebrew Bible text and 

rabbinic literature. In the prologue to the Capistrum, Raymond propagates the benefit of 

learning Hebrew by a statement of Augustine: 
 

For, as the blessed Augustine says in the book De doctrina Christiana: “For either a word or an 

idiom, of which the reader is ignorant, brings him to a stop. Now if these belong to foreign tongues, 

we must either make inquiry about them from men who speak those tongues, or if there is time and 

talent we must learn the tongues ourselves, or we must consult and compare several translators.”
893

 

 

It should be noted that Raymond was not the first Christian apologist who concluded that 

knowledge of Hebrew was indispensable in discussion with Jews. A certain Odo, the author 

of the Ysagoge in theologiam,  
 

spells out that as long as Christians do not know Hebrew they will be at a severe disadvantage in 

any discussion with the ‘Jewish Goliath’. Jews will be able to trick them into believing that the Old 

Testament does not contain references to Christ. He pleads with Christians to put as much effort 
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into learning Hebrew as into their study of the liberal arts […] What he is saying is that Christians 

have as yet left untapped the full possibilities of using Hebrew in their effort to convert Jews.
894

 

 

Whereas the Capistrum calls itself ‘a collection of certain authorities from the Old 

Testament’, the prologue to the Pugio reveals awareness that the Christian ‘Old Testament’ is 

not the same as the Jewish Bible: ‘It has been enjoined upon me to compose from those books 

of the Old Testament which the Jews accept […] a dagger […]’.
895

 Nowhere in the Pugio 

does Raymond quote from what we nowadays call the deuterocanonical or apocryphal books 

of the Old Testament.
896

 More problematic than the differences between the Christian and 

Jewish canon is the problem of language. Latin Vulgate quotations would never be accepted 

by Jews as authoritative. ‘They say that in Hebrew it is different, finding an excuse in the fact 

that the blessed Jerome more often translated the sense from the sense than word for word’.
897

 

The main problem Raymond saw in using the Vulgate in discussion with Jews was not that it 

is a translation, but that it is not a verbum ex verbo translation. He therefore decides to drop 

the Vulgate and make his own literal translation in combination with a transliteration of the 

Hebrew text. In the Pugio, the transliteration is relinquished by quotations in the Hebrew 

characters.
898

   

But translating verbum ex verbo and including the Hebrew (either in transliteration or with 

Hebrew characters) is far from sufficient, since even a literal translation remains an 

interpretation of the original text and will be criticized by Jewish spokesmen. Therefore 

passages from rabbinic literature are adduced to sustain Raymond’s translation:  
 

If perchance they have agreed [with us] on the text, they say that it should be understood or 

explained differently. I, then, will translate these authorities, with God’s help, word for word, and 

occasionally I will put points of agreement as well as the explanation of the words by their rabbis 

within the text or outside in the margin.
899

 

  

Raymond thus wants to prove that the Christian articles of faith arise from the Hebrew text. 

This can be done by explaining the text directly. It can be done in a more indirect manner as 

well, that is, by showing that certain rabbis came to similar exegetical conclusions or, at least, 

that their conclusions do not contradict those of Christianity: 
      

I have collected from the Talmud and other authentic books of them some sayings of their old 

masters, who adduce or explain these authorities and other words of the Prophets in accordance 

with our explanation, which [they did] by the disposition of God, I believe, not by their own 

intention.
900

 

 

So, passages from rabbinic literature are made operational in two ways, and both of them are 

part of biblical exegesis. The first function of rabbinic dicta is to verify and confirm 

translations, the second to corroborate Christian exegesis and doctrine.
901

 There even exists a 

third function of adducing rabbinic literature, related to the other part of Raymond’s 
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apologetics: refutation of error. This is explicated particularly in the prologue of the Pugio. 

There Raymond states that only a very small part of rabbinic literature is valuable. He is 

generous enough to call these passages ‘pearls’, but only does so in contrast with a strong 

rejection of the remainder of rabbinic literature: ‘Certain traditions, which I found in the 

Talmud and Midrashim - that is, glosses –, and traditions of the ancient Jews, I gladly raised 

up like pearls out of a very great dunghill.’
902

  

It should be emphasized that, notwithstanding the massive collection of rabbinic traditions 

in the Capistrum and the Pugio, the function of these texts is secondary. In Raymond’s 

opinion the core of the discussion with Jews regards the truth found in Holy Scripture. He 

reproaches the Jews of evading the truth of the holy text and putting forward false 

explanations of it.
903

 Old Testament auctoritates are his ‘first and foremost’ material (prima et 

principalis).
904

 Above all Raymond is a biblical scholar. Some modern studies on Raymond’s 

work partly neglect this and incline to conclude that Raymond intended to prove the truth of 

Christian doctrine from rabbinic literature.
905

 Most of the time, however, rabbinic tradition 

functions as a confirmation of Raymond’s exegetical conclusions, or as an illustration of how 

erroneous and absurd Jewish conclusions are in his opinion.              

 

 

Hebrew Scripture 

There is a striking difference between the prologues of the Capistrum and the Pugio in the 

way in which Raymond defends the choice of his sources. In the Capistrum, he stresses the 

apologetic need of using Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature in discussions with Jews. 

His defence in the prologue to the Pugio has a more principled, systematic character and it 

intends to show the intrinsic value of these sources for Christianity itself. He argues that 

Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature contribute to finding and explaining the truth. 

According to Raymond, the Hebrew text is superior to that of important translations like the 

Septuagint and the Vulgate:  
 

At very many places in Holy Scripture the truth is held more plainly and perfectly on behalf of the 

Christian faith in the Hebrew (in litera Hebraica) than in our translation [the Vulgate]. From 

innumerable examples of this, it suffices to bring forward only one.
906

  

 

The example advanced regards the translation of Hab 1:5, a text by Christianity traditionally 

considered to be a prophecy on the incarnation:
907

 Nec aspicite in gentibus […] quod opus 

factum est in diebus vestris quod nemo credet cum narrabitur, ‘Do not look at the gentiles 

(but see, wonder and be astonished), for a work is done in your days which no one will 

believe when it is told’.
908

 Raymond argues that the verse ad literam refers to 
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 PF, prol., n. 5 (3). This strong dichotomy between truth and error is nuanced in part II, c. 14, n. 13 (452), 

where Raymond repeats that only few Jewish traditions are completely true (totaliter verae), innumerable are 
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nor false: ‘plurimae vero partim verae sunt, et Scripturae sacrae conformes, partim vero nihil melius quam 
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 PF, prol., n. 14 (5). 
907
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Nabuchadnezzar and mystice to the incarnation of Christ.
909

 The point at issue is the statement 

in the Vulgate: quod nemo credet, ‘which no one will believe’. The Hebrew letter has:    

נותאמילא  ,‘(which) you will not believe’. Raymond argues that the Vulgate is not in line with 

the Christian truth, since it is not true that no one believed this opus when it was revealed. 

There were pagans and some Jews, such as the apostles, who believed it. Thus, the Hebrew 

words of Habbakkuk show clearly that it was a prophecy directed against the treacherous 

majority of Israel. Though Raymond tries to save the authority of the Vulgate here by stating 

that the word nemo should be read as rarius (very few), there is no doubt that the Hebrew text 

has his preference here and the Vulgate touches only a sense of the true meaning.  

    The argumentation is continued by advancing that in the Acts of the Apostles (13:41), Luke 

follows the Hebrew letter of Habakkuk’s prophecy,  תאמינולא . Luke stages Paul, who says: 

Quia opus operor in diebus vestris, quod non credetis, si quis enarraverit vobis, ‘I will do a 

work in your days, which you will not believe if someone tells it to you.’
910

 Raymond closes 

his argument with an ironic remark rather typical of him: ‘If, now, they [those rejecting the 

use of Hebrew Scripture] refuse to be convinced, it will be quite a comfort that, according to 

the opinion of the ignorant and the jealous, I err with Paul.’
911

  

After the appearance of the Capistrum Raymond probably met with opposition against his 

choice to leave the Vulgate aside and build his arguments on the Hebrew text. Though in the 

thirteenth century the text of the Vulgate was read more critically and subjected to 

corrections, its status was still undisputed. It was the authoritative biblical text for Christians 

in the West. Raymond’s approach implies quite a break with the Vulgate. He starts to argue 

from Hebrew Scripture and crafts his own, verbum ex verbo Latin translation. His approach 

has serious implications: The Hebrew text is not only functional in discussions with Jews, it is 

principally more valuable than the Vulgate, since at many places it expresses the Christian 

truth more fully. No doubt such a position undermined the authority of the Vulgate and it 

should not come as a surprise that it evoked criticism. 

Of course, first of all there is the apologetic need to use Hebrew Scripture, as the following 

quotation proves:  
 

I will neither defer to Jerome himself, nor will I avoid the unsuitability of the Latin language by 

translating the truth of the things we find with the Hebrews word for word, whenever this serves 

[the truth]. For on account of this, a way that is broad and spacious for subterfuge is barred to the 

false-speaking Jews. With my translation the truth is introduced by us against them and they will be 

very little able to say it was not contained in their versions.
912

 

 

But I do not agree with Ina Willi-Plein’s conclusion that Raymond’s motive for drawing upon 

the original Hebrew text is not really the Hebrew text itself but a polemic interest.
913

 This may 

have been true for the Capistrum, but in the Pugio we hear that the Hebrew text should be 

studied, not only for the benefit of the discussion with Judaism, but for the sake of the truth 

itself, since according to Raymond the littera hebraica holds in many ways the truth more 

plainly and perfectly than any translation might do. The years of reading Hebrew Scripture 

have brought Raymond to a true appreciation of the veritas hebraica. It was because of this 

love for, and knowledge of the Hebrew text, why Arnold of Villanova praised him, saying 

that Raymond had sown the seed of the Hebrew language in the garden of his heart.
914

   

                                                 
909

 Further down he notes that also the glossa (i.e. the Glossa ordinaria) explains this opus as the incarnation of 
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It is striking how vehemently Raymond defends his use of Hebrew Scripture in the 

prologue to the Pugio. It covers almost half of the text.
915

 He appeals to Jerome himself, the 

writer of the Vulgate, by quoting passages from his works and letters, in order to show that he 

acknowledged the problematic character of his own translation. Raymond further reminds us 

that Jerome, when he chose not to translate verbum ex verbo, feared the criticism of the 

‘grammarians’.
916

 The Vulgate follows more the ‘sense of the truth than of the words’, as 

Jerome put it himself;
917

 the reason for Raymond to drop it.
918

 He accuses his adversaries of 

rejecting things which they are not able to do themselves or which they do not understand.
919

  

As to the Hebrew text itself, it should be noted that, according to Raymond, Christians 

ought to be cautious with the masoretic text, which is authoritative for the Jews. He blames 

the Jews of having corrupted the text, discerning three kinds of corruption: scribal corrections 

(tikkunei soferim), changes in punctuation (nikkud) and reading prescriptions in the margin of 

the text (keri w’ketiv).
920

 Especially the point of the tikkunei soferim recurs several times in 

both the Capistrum and the Pugio. The accusation is that Jews scratched away important 

christological signs in the text. Since this point is at stake at several places we can follow the 

development of the argument. In Part Four I will discuss all these places. I will use my 

analyses as input for my conclusions on Raymond’s anti-Judaism.  

 

 

Rabbinic literature 

Even more striking is Raymond’s defence of using rabbinic literature in discussions with 

Jews. It covers four sections in the prologue of the Pugio
921

.
 
In contrast to the Capistrum, 

which only mentions the functional value of launching rabbinic material, the Pugio considers 

the value from the perspective of truth as well.
922

 The statement is made that truth should 

never be rejected:  
 

For a wise man never despises a precious stone, even if it might be found in the head of a dragon or 

a toad. Honey is the spittle of bees, and how could there be anything less worthy of it than those 

having a poisonous sting! Indeed he is not to be deemed foolish who knows how to render it fit for 

his own beneficial uses, as long as he knows to avoid the harm of the sting.
923
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920
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Leben und Seine Schriften, Breslau, 1863, 33. Mulder concludes: ‘A good deal of these emendations try to avoid 

anthropomorphisms felt as such’; M. Mulder, ‘The Transmission of the Biblical Text’, in id. (ed.), Mikra. Text, 

Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity, Assen 
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 PF, prol., ns. 6-9 (3-4). 
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 The Pugio mentions also the functional value, the point of effectiveness: ‘We therefore do not reject such 

traditions but embrace them both for those reasons already mentioned and because there is nothing so capable of 

confuting the impudence of the Jews; there is found nothing so effective for overcoming their evil’; ibid., n. 9 

(3).  
923

 Ibid., n. 8 (3).  



172 

 

 

The choice for employing rabbinic literature was probably just as problematic as his radical 

use of Hebrew Scripture. Polemicists before Raymond had severely attacked the Talmudic 

tradition. But to state that it contained ‘in an extraordinary and incredible way the Christian 

faith’ was quite a revolutionary stance.
924

 Though from the twelfth century on, rabbinic 

statements were used to confirm Christian exegetical conclusions, to begin with Peter Alfonsi, 

the novelty of the Capistrum and the Pugio is the radical and large degree with which these 

sources were employed.
 
Jewish authoritative texts became ‘repositories of Christian truth’, as 

Harvey Hames noted aptly.
925

 No matter how strongly Raymond attacked the rabbinic 

tradition, the massive collection of rabbinic statements in his work must have been 

threatening, for example for those who felt that it might arouse Christian curiosity for 

Judaism.  

Raymond’s qualification of parts of rabbinic tradition as ‘precious stones’ is marked by a 

strong dichotomy. The Jewish idea that the Talmudic tradition as a whole would have a 

divine, Mosaic origin and can be called oral Torah, is radically rejected by him. The majority 

of traditions collected in the Talmud are absurd in his eyes. At the same time he possesses the 

boldness to see the few ‘pearls’ that he extracts from it, as true Mosaic and prophetic 

revelation:  
 

These traditiones, which they [the Jews] call torah shebbe-‘al peh – oral law –, they believe and 

state that God gave to Moses along with the Law on Mount Sinai. Then Moses, they say, 

transmitted them to his disciple Joshua, Joshua to his successors, and so on, until they were 

committed to writing by the ancient rabbis. Yet it seems that to believe this, that God gave Moses 

on the Mount Sinai all that is in the Talmud, should be deemed – on account of the innumerable 

absurdities which it contains – nothing other than the insanity of a ruined mind. Certain 

[traditiones], however, which savour of the truth and in every way smell of and represent the 

doctrine of the Prophets and the holy Fathers, wondrously and incredibly bespeak the Christian faith 

too, as will become obvious in this little book. They destroy and confound the perfidy of modern 

Jews, and I do not think that one should doubt that they managed to make their way successively 

from Moses and the Prophets and the other holy Fathers to those who recorded them. For in no way 

other than from the Prophets and the holy Fathers do we think that such things descended, since 

traditions of this sort are entirely contrary to those regarding the Messiah and so many other matters 

which the Jews have believed from the time of Christ even until now.
926

 

 

Not only in the prologue to the Pugio, but also in part II, c. 14, n. 8 (450), the question 

regarding the validity of this Jewish concept is treated.
927

 In this passage Raymond first 

quotes midrash QohR 1:10, which poses that the entire Law was given to Moses on mount 

Sinai.
928

 Raymond rejects this belief with the same argument as in the prologue: the major 

part of rabbinic tradition is obviously made up by the rabbis; it is madness to believe that such 
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inventions were part of the divine revelation to Moses. But, here as well, he does not reject 

the idea of an oral tradition reaching back to Moses and the other prophets, ultimately written 

down by the composers of the Talmudic tradition. Since these true, prophetic traditions 

(sententiae atque mysteriae; seemingly a translation of halachot and aggadot) are now 

discovered by Christians, and recognized as expressions that confirm the Christian truth, 

Raymond states that modern Jews despise these traditions, against their own conscience, and 

cast doubt on them.  

This double view on rabbinic tradition certainly has implications for Raymond’s image of 

Jews. They are accused of being insane and having a ruined mind, because they believe the 

complete Talmud has a divine origin. But the elements in rabbinic tradition which deserve the 

label of prophetic truth are annexed and christianised. Since they concur with the Christian 

truth and contradict the Jewish conception of the Messiah and other Jewish beliefs, they are in 

fact not truly Jewish in Raymond’s view. They are part of the true, prophetic tradition of the 

Old Law which the Jews rejected when they rejected Christ.
929

 The fact that some thoughts of 

the rabbis so wondrously express the Christian truth can therefore not be their own merit. It 

was Gods disposition, as we already learned from the prologue to the Capistrum.930 Thus, 

without their knowledge, God provided the pretext to ‘confute the impudence of the Jews’ and 

to ‘overcome their evil’.
931

  

Raymond’s efforts to distinguish truth and error are closely connected to several ambitious 

attempts in the thirteenth century to show the internal consistency of the Christian faith. Willi-

Plein noted in response to the Pugio and its era that the age of the large summae believed that 

all expressions considered to be true in intellectual life had to be systematically coherent.
932

 

Raymond approaches rabbinic literature as if it should be a systematic construction of 

doctrine. He is very busy with juxtaposing rabbinic traditions, which in his view are mutually 

conflicting. Diversitas, ‘difference of opinion’, ‘contradictory views’, are signs of weakness 

and error.
933

 ‘They [the Jews] respond that the only certitude one has on this opinion [the 

belief in the coming of two Messiahs] is the sayings of our own rabbis. On the basis of these 

[sayings] they are obliged to believe it, even though they are saying [by this] that right is left, 

and reverse.’
934

  The accusation of diversitas was a common one among Christian 

polemicists.
935
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PART III 

 

 

ITEMS OF CONFLICT 

      

 

 
Two points central in Christian-Jewish polemics will be discussed in this part. I will show 

how Raymond Martin successively dealt with the questions regarding the advent of the 

Messiah (Chapters Six and Seven) and the Trinity (Chapter Eight and Nine). For many 

Christian polemicists the problem of the advent of the Messiah was the first to be solved in 

discussion with Judaism. Christian polemicists often started with it, as not only the writings of 

Raymond Martin confirm, but also the accounts of the Disputation of Barcelona and the 

Dialogi of Peter Alfonsi. But the advent was only a small part of the messianic question. In 

many other aspects the messianic idea of the rabbis was contrary to the doctrine of the 

Church. Leading Spanish rabbis of Raymond’s time, such as Moses ben Maimon 

(Maimonides), Moses ben Nahman (Nahmanides), and Solomon ben Adret, stated that the 

Messiah had only a human nature, and not a divine one; that human salvation was not 

fundamentally dependent upon the Messiah; that the Messiah would not introduce a new Law 

but would entirely restore the Old Law; that he perhaps would suffer but only as a victorious 

warrior; and that his time was not the eschaton but a preliminary stage to it. For the same 

Maimonides and Nahmanides the Messiah was the root of the conflict with Christianity only 

in so far as Christians attributed a divine nature to him. In other words, the Incarnation and all 

its derivative doctrines, such as the Trinity or the virgin birth, formed the problem.  

In a very interesting passage from his own account of the Barcelona Disputation, 

Nahmanides presents his messianic idea in full opposition to Church doctrine, while he argues 

at the same time that for Judaism the Messiah was not the linchpin of the discussion. ‘The real 

point of difference between Jews and Christians lies in what you say about the fundamental 

matter of the deity.’
936

 The passage belongs to the second day of the proceedings. The rabbi 

here addresses himself directly to the king, which, if historically true, was an astute move, 

since he intended here to make clear that the Messiah would not in principle exceed the status 

of the king, and that the king plays a fundamental role in the preservation of Jewish existence 

and identity; and even more: that living in exile perhaps contributed stronger to the Jewish 

pursuit of spiritual excellence than the protection of the Messiah could ever bring about:  
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176 

 

My lord King, hear me. The Messiah is not fundamental to our religion.
937

 Why, you are worth 

more to me than the Messiah! You are a king, and he is king. You are a Gentile king, and he is 

a Jewish king; for the Messiah is only a king of flesh and blood like you. When I serve my 

Creator in your territory in exile and in affliction and servitude and reproach of the peoples 

who “reproach us continually”, my reward is great. For I am offering a sacrifice to God from 

my body, by which I shall be found more and more worthy of the life of the world to come. 

But when there will be a king of Israel of my religion ruling over all the peoples, and there 

will be no choice for me but to remain in the Jewish religion, my reward will not be so great. 

No, the real point of difference between Jews and Christians lies in what you say about the 

fundamental matter of the deity; a doctrine which is distasteful indeed. You, our lord King, are 

a Christian and the son of a Christian, and you have listened all your life to priests who have 

filled your brain and the marrow of your bones with this doctrine, and it has settled with you, 

because of that accustomed habit. But the doctrine in which you believe, and which is the 

foundation of your faith, cannot be accepted by the reason, and nature affords no ground for it, 

nor have the prophets ever expressed it. Nor can even the miraculous stretch as far as this as I 

shall explain with full proofs in the right time and place, that the Creator of Heaven and earth 

resorted to the womb of a certain Jewess and grew there for nine months and was born as an 

infant, and afterwards grew up and was betrayed into the hands of his enemies who sentenced 

him to death and executed him, and that afterwards, as you say, he came to life and returned to 

his original place. The mind of a Jew, or any other person, cannot tolerate this; and you speak 

your words entirely in vain, for this is the root of our controversy. Nevertheless, let us speak of 

the Messiah too, as this is your wish.
938

 

 

This statement expresses, in a sharp apologetic language, elements which were crucial to the 

Christian-Jewish debate: the Messiah is the king of all nations and not God incarnate; the 

contention of divine incarnation, suffering, death and return to the divine state is incompatible 

with nature, human reason and the prophets; it exceeds the limits of the miraculous, so that 

the human mind should reject this; the main concern for Judaism is fulfilling the precepts of 

the Torah.  

What makes this passage particularly interesting for my study is that it gives in a nutshell 

an overview of topics, which are also central in the Capistrum and the Pugio. Basically 

Raymond touches in these works upon four aspects of the messianic question: (1) the date of 

his advent; (2) his divine origin and incarnation; (3) his life, especially his suffering and 

death; (4) the features of the messianic era (including the question on the position of the 

Jewish people and the status of the Torah in that era). These elements govern the structure of 

part II and III of the Pugio, the parts directed against Judaism.
939

 Part II is about the date of 

the Messiah; part III-I is about the Trinity but focuses very much on proofs of the divinity of 

the Messiah; part III-II is largely a motivum incarnationis, giving reasons for the incarnation 

and the twofold nature of the Messiah; the first eight chapters of part III-III mainly defend the 

divine nature of the Messiah, ending with two chapters on the virgin birth; the Messiah’s 

suffering, death, descent to hell, resurrection and ascension cover the chapters 16-19 of part 

III-III; the Pugio finishes with defining the era of the Holy Spirit and the new law of the 
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Messiah, ending with Raymond’s view on the position of the Jews and their final salvation 

III-III (chapters 20-23).
940

  

I agree with Jeremy Cohen that the organization of part II and III of the Pugio displays a 

remarkable resemblance to the topics discussed during the Disputation of Barcelona, though 

at the same time Robert Chazan is of course right in stating that the Pugio goes far beyond 

‘the comparatively meagre agenda’ of the Disputation and presents a full Christian theology, 

including many doctrines and issues that were not addressed during the Disputation.
941

 But 

nevertheless, the Barcelona agenda is visible in the skeleton of these two parts of the Pugio. 

The four messianic elements mentioned above dominate the agenda of the Disputation, as it is 

found in both the Latin and the Hebrew account.
942

 According to the Latin text, the following 

items from the Christian side were to be proven: that the Messiah, as prophesied, (1) had 

already come; (2) that he was divine and human; (3) that he had to suffer and be killed; (4) 

that he fulfilled the Mosaic laws and ceremonies.
943

 In the Hebrew account, three of these 

points are mentioned when the definition of the agenda is at stake. Nahmanides does not list 

the item of the Messiah’s suffering and death.
944

 Nevertheless, the account itself shows that it 

was an important issue during the Disputation; it enters the discussion several times.
945

  

My main intention in this third part of my study is to present Raymond’s approach to the 

two tenets of Christian doctrine mentioned in the beginning, the advent of the Messiah and the 

Trinity. But in order to reproduce the singularity of Raymond’s work, and the Pugio in 

particular, I will raise two additional questions as well: (1) How did Raymond incorporate the 

Dominican experience of the Barcelona Disputation in his work? (2) How did his work 

develop, in the first place from the Capistrum to the Pugio, but also from the Explanatio to 

the Pugio? Insight in the development of Raymond’s argumentation towards the Pugio may 

also be gained by comparing the Capistrum and the Pugio with the series of disputations 

which we call the Second Disputation of Paris (ca. 1269).
946

 Paul Christian seems to have 

been the leading Christian participant during this disputation and perhaps Raymond Martin 

attended it.
947

 My focus here is not on tracing the possible influence of this disputation on the 

Pugio. That would be too an extensive enterprise. But in each of the following four chapters I 

will briefly refer to relevant facts in the Hebrew report of the Second Disputation of Paris.  

                                                 
940

 The chapters Nine to Fifteen treat Christ’s genealogy and his institution of the sacraments (III-III, c. 9-15). 

These items are closely related to the divine nature of the Messiah and the latter may be considered as an 

introduction to the chapters on the era of the Holy Spirit.   
941

 Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 136-137; Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 292-293; see also 

Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 115ff. 
942

 For a reconstruction of the Disputation’s agenda, see Chazan, Barcelona and Beyond, 41-42; also H. 

Grossinger, ‘Die Disputation des Nachmanides mit fra Pablo Christiani, Barcelona 1263’, Kairos 19 (1977), 

257-285; 20 (1978), 1-15; 161-181; esp. (1978), 11; Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 73-74; Cohen, The Friars and 

the Jews, 111; Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 28-36.  
943

 For a note on manuscripts and publications of the Latin account, see Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische 

Zwangdisputation, 9; Chazan, Barcelona and Beyond, 212, n. 1. Following Chazan, I will use Yitzhak Baer’s 

reproduction of J. Villanueva’s edition of the Gerona manuscript (Viaje literario a las iglesias de Espaňa (22 

vols.), Madrid 1803-1852, vol. 13 (Madrid 1850); Y. Baer, ‘The Disputations of R. Yehiel of Paris and of R. 

Moshe ben Nahman’ [Hebrew], Tarbiz 2 (1930/31), 185-187.   
944

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 303: ‘And thus we agreed to speak first on the subject of the Messiah, whether he has 

already come as Christians believe, or whether he is yet to come as Jews believe. And after that, we would speak 

on whether the Messiah was truly divine, or entirely human, born from a man and a woman. And after that we 

would discuss whether the Jews still possess the true law, or whether the Christians practise it.’ Maccoby 

(trans.), 103. 
945

 That is, during the first, second and third day of the Disputation; see Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 307, 312, 315; 

Maccoby (trans.),  112-113, 123, 130-133. 
946

 Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 111-131.     
947

 Ibid., esp. 24; 109-110.   
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The development regarding the discussion on the advent of the Messiah, subject of the 

Chapters Six and Seven, can be traced rather well, since it is the first point of the Barcelona 

Disputation, the central point of the Capistrum, and the first point of the discussion with the 

Jews in the Pugio. It also was also the most important point of discussion during the Second 

Disputation of Paris. The Trinity, subject of Chapter Eight, was not discussed during the 

Barcelona Disputation and not a prominent point in the Capistrum. Nevertheless I have 

decided to examine Raymond’s explanation of the Trinity here, since it was an important 

issue for him, as the Explanatio and the Pugio show.  Besides, the Hebrew account of the 

Disputation of Barcelona includes a report of a discussion on the Trinity between Raymond of 

Peñafort, Paul Christian, and King James on the one side and Nahmanides on the other, taking 

place in the synagogue of Barcelona, after the official Disputation.
948

 The account also refers 

to discussions on the topic between Friar Paul and Nahmanides in Gerona, in the period 

before the Disputation.
949

 The topic was also part of the Second Disputation of Paris, though it 

seems to have been reproduced rather briefly in the Hebrew report.
950

 These facts stimulated 

me to search for possible developments in Raymond’s argumentation on the Trinity from the 

Explanatio to the Pugio. 
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 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 320; Maccoby (trans.), 143-146. See also the short remark regarding the Trinity in the 

Latin account: Baer (ed.), 185-186; Maccoby (trans.), 148.  
949

 Ibid.  
950

 Ibid., 210-213. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

 

THE ADVENT OF THE MESSIAH: AGGADOT ON THE BIRTH AND 

APPEARANCE OF THE MESSIAH
951

 

 

 

 
The ‘linchpin of the new Christian missionizing’ by the friars closely connected to Raymond 

of Peñafort was the proof that the Messiah had already come.
952

 It was the first and most 

important item on the agenda of the Disputation of Barcelona, the central effort of the 

Capistrum Iudaeorum, and it covered the entire second part of the Pugio. Raymond Martin 

used an arsenal of Old Testament prophetic texts in order to prove that these texts pointed to 

the period of Jesus’ appearance.
953

 He also adduced texts from rabbinic literature to show the 

Jews that some strands of their tradition acknowledged that the Messiah had already come.
954

 

The material he used is much too extensive to be fully discussed in this study. I will focus 

therefore on two specific arguments, both typical of Raymond’s approach of the subject. The 

first argument, discussed in the present chapter, is the use of aggadic and midrashic material 

that tells us about the birth and appearance of the Messiah.
955

 Though this material plays only 

a minor role in Raymond’s entire argumentation regarding the advent of the Messiah, it is in 

an interesting way connected to Paul Christian’s approach during the Disputation of 

Barcelona. When we follow the employment of these aggadot and midrashim from Barcelona 

through the Capistrum to the Pugio, important facts concerning the relation between the 

methods of Raymond Martin and Paul Christian, and the development of Raymond’s work, 

become manifest. The second argument, which is under discussion in the next chapter, is the 

exegesis of a central biblical passage, Daniel 9:24-27, the prophecy of the seventy weeks. 

Many biblical passages were part of Raymond’s argumentation, but it is remarkable that in the 

Pugio this pericope from Daniel has seized the prime position, while during the Barcelona 

Disputation and in the Capistrum this was still occupied by Gen 49:10, the verse about the 

sceptre of Shiloh. I will propose some reasons for this shift in emphasis. By following the 

development of these two arguments from the Disputation of Barcelona through the 

Capistrum to the Pugio we will find answers to one of the central questions of this study, the 

singularity of the Pugio. As I noted in the Introduction, Jeremy Cohen argues that ‘the 

Capistrum Iudaeorum gives expression to several of those ideas in which scholars have 

discerned the singularity of the Pugio fidei, but it does so in more rudimentary fashion.’
956

 He 

                                                 
951

 This chapter is a further elaboration of my article ‘The Dynamic of Religious Polemics. The Case of 

Raymond Martin (ca. 1220-ca. 1285), in: M. Poorthuis, J. Schwartz, J. Turner (eds.), Interaction between 

Judaism and Christianity in History, Religion, Art and Literature, Leiden 2009, 201-217. 
952

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 117.  
953

 In Chapter Two, Section Two, I submitted a survey of biblical proof texts which Raymond used in the 

Capistrum and part II of the Pugio in order to show that the advent of the Messiah was prophesied for the period 

of Jesus’ appearance. 
954

 For representations of some of Raymond’s arguments on the point of the advent of the Messiah, see esp. 

Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 294-306; id., Daggers of Faith, 120-129; Cohen, Living Letters, 

345-346.   
955

 In the Hebrew account of the Disputation, Nahmanides uses the word haggadah for narrative, non-legal 

passages from Talmudic and Midrashic literature. The meaning which the word haggadah has here, must not be 

confused with the other meaning of the word, that is, the obligation on Passover Eve to narrate the story of the 

deliverance from Egypt. To avoid this confusion, I follow Maccoby and transcribe the word in its Aramaised 

form, that is, aggadah; see Maccoby, Judaism on Trial, 110 (note below this page). 
956

 Cohen, Living Letters, 348.  
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states that, compared to the Pugio, ‘the Capistrum […] brings the novelties of the Pugio into a 

helpfully sharper focus.’
957

  

Several scholars agree that one of the intentions of the Capistrum and the Pugio was to 

supply answers to the way Rabbi Moses countered the arguments launched by Paul Christian 

during the Disputation of Barcelona. They claim that Raymond augmented and refined Paul’s 

argumentation, that he even adjusted his strategy, and that, thus, Rabbi Moses’ responses were 

formative for the development of the argument on the Christian side.
958

 My contention, thus, 

that there is a connection between the Disputation of Barcelona and the writings of Raymond 

Martin is certainly not new. But it is clear that the research on the reception of the Barcelona 

experience in the works of Raymond Martin is only at an initial stage. The same holds true for 

the development of Raymond’s argumentation from the Capistrum to the Pugio. 

It should further be noted that Raymond’s use of aggadic and midrashic material related to 

the advent of the Messiah was discussed by Jeremy Cohen as well as Robert Chazan. Chazan 

showed how the argumentation evolved from Paul to Raymond. But he only compared the 

two Barcelona accounts (especially the Hebrew account) to the Pugio.
959

 The Capistrum was 

not part of his research, since a critical edition was still lacking then. Thus, when Chazan 

drew his conclusions, he did not determine the singularity of the treatment of this rabbinic 

material in the Pugio in relation to the Capistrum. Cohen touched on the material as well and 

concluded that the ‘Capistrum confirms the impression, gleaned by Robert Chazan from the 

Pugio fidei, that Friar Raymond sought to improve upon the anti-Jewish argumentation of his 

confrere Paul’.
960

 Cohen, however, only analysed the short, second ratio of the Capistrum, 

which, as we will see below, includes only a very small part of the material. He did not make 

a detailed comparison with the way Raymond treated this topic in the Pugio. Therefore, his 

conclusion that ‘the Pugio attests to a broader, more sophisticated mastery of rabbinic 

literature’ seems a bit provisional.
961

 Reason enough, then, to review the material. At the end 

of the chapter, I will return to Chazan’s conclusions regarding the development from Paul 

Christian to Raymond Martin and evaluate them in the light of my comparison between the 

Capistrum and the Pugio.      

 

 

 

1. The Latin and Hebrew Report of the Disputation of Barcelona  

 

The Hebrew report of the disputation gives detailed information about the proceedings and 

Paul Christian’s sources, method and arguments. The Latin account, on the other hand, is a 

short and sketchy text, but reveals details that correspond rather well to the Hebrew account, 

as we will see below. In both accounts the discussion on the advent of the Messiah forms the 

most extensive part. Before discussing the use of the aggadic material, I will make a short 

comparison between the two accounts regarding the full topic of the advent of the Messiah. 

Unfortunately Daniel’s seventy weeks prophecy is not mentioned in the Latin account, so that 

we have no point of comparison here.     
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 Ibid., 348.  
958

 See especially Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 17; Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 132-134; 

Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 293ff; id., Daggers of Faith, 115-136; Robles Sierra, 

‘Introducción’, 35-36; Cohen, Living Letters, 346-348. 
959

 Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 289-306; id., Daggers of Faith, 124-126. 
960

 Ibid., 347.   
961

 Ibid., 348. Cohen gives an example of the Pugio’s more sophisticated mastery of rabbinic literature, but in 

my opinion this example is not convincing; see below, Section Two, p. 190, n. 1016.     
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The Latin account on the advent of the Messiah 

The anonymous author of the Latin account presents the subject in three steps.
962

  

1. A statement on the central method followed by Friar Paul. The account states that 

evidence for the advent of the Messiah is given ‘by authorities from the Law and the 

Prophets and by the Talmud’ and that by these proofs Rabbi Moses was defeated.
963

  

2. A description of how Rabbi Moses tried to refute these proofs. He concedes that the 

Messiah was born more than thousand years ago in Bethlehem, that he even appeared 

in Rome, but he maintains that the Messiah still has to come. To the question where 

the Messiah then abides, the rabbi first responds that he does not know and then 

reveals that he lives in the earthly paradise with Elijah, waiting for the time of his 

advent.
964

 He also explains what will happen when the Messiah comes: The Jews will 

be freed from  exile and the Messiah will assume dominion over them. In response to 

this, Friar Paul quotes a Talmudic dictum that the Messiah would come to the Jews 

even today, if they but listened to him (Ps 95:7: ‘Today, if you will listen to his 

voice’).
965

 He also tries to show the logic of the point that if the Messiah had already 

been born, he would have come by consequence.
966

  

3. The course of the discussion on Gen 49:10. It is the only argument on the topic which 

is described in some detail. Apparently the author of the Latin account perceived it as 

the main biblical proof.  

 

 

The Hebrew account on the advent of the Messiah
 
 

The Hebrew account is far more extensive than the Latin account. It maintains that the subject 

of the advent of the Messiah was debated at various moments during the first and second day 

of the Disputation, and was interrupted a  few times by other questions, particularly on the 

suffering and death of the Messiah. The following survey lists the sources and issues related 

to the subject:
967

  
 

 

 

 

                                                 
962

 For this part of the text, see Baer (ed.), 186; Maccoby (trans.), 148-149. The other agenda items were: the 

divine and human nature of the Messiah, the suffering and death of the Messiah, and the status of the Torah after 

the advent of the Messiah. Though in the Hebrew account the issue of the Messiah’s suffering and death is not 

mentioned among the agenda items, it obviously was part of the discussion; see Maccoby (trans.), 103, 112-113, 

123, 130. 
963

 Baer (ed.), 186: ‘Fuit ei evidenter probatum tam per auctoritates legis et prophetarum quam per Talmuth, 

quod Christus in veritate venerat, sicut credunt et predicant Christiani. Ad quod cum respondere non posset, 

victus necessariis probationibus et auctoritatibus’; Maccoby (trans.), 148.   
964

 Ibid.: ‘[C]oncessit, Christum sive Messiam, iam sunt transacti M anni, natum in Bethlehem fuisse et exinde 

Rome aliquibus aparuisse. Et cum quereretur ab eo, ubi est iste Messias, quem dictis natum et Rome aparuisse, 

respondit se nescire. Postmodum vero dixit, eum vivere in paradiso terrestri cum Elia’; Maccoby (trans.), 148. 
965

 The Talmudic passage is not specified but it must be BT Sanh (98a), since this is the passage adduced by 

Raymond in the Pugio when he arrives at the same point of the argument, that is, the refutation of the contention 

that the Messiah was born but still awaits the moment of his advent. Like Paul according to the Latin report, 

Raymond also makes the point of Psalm 95:7; see PF II, c. 6, n. 4 (351). The Hebrew account shows as well that 

Paul adduced BT Sanh (98a), but, significantly, Nahmanides leaves out the end of the story where the Messiah 

promises to R. Joshua ben Levi that he will come today and, when the promise remains unfulfilled, Elijah 

explains to Joshua, referring to Psalm 95:7: ‘Today, if you will listen to his voice.’ See Maccoby (trans.), 113. 
966

 Baer (ed.), 186: ‘Addebatur etiam, quod, Messiam natum esse inter homines, est eum venisse inter homines, 

nec potest aliter esse nec intelligi. Et ad hec nichil potuit respondere.’ Maccoby (trans.), 148-149.  
967

 For a complete survey of the four days, see Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 112; Chazan, Barcelona and 

Beyond, 61-62. 
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First day (Friday, 20 July).  

1. Gen 49:10 and BT Sanhedrin (5a) – Jewish loss of political power proves that the Messiah has 

already come
968

 

2. Lamentations Rabbah 1:51 – birth of the Messiah on the day of the destruction of the Second 

Temple
969

 

3. BT Sanh (98a) – Elijah tells Rabbi Joshua ben Levi that the Messiah stays in Rome; the rabbi 

meets the Messiah in Rome among the sick
970

 

         

Second day (Monday, 23 July).  

4. Nahmanides reconsiders his first response to the adduced aggadot
971

 

5. Nahmanides argues that Jesus and Christian society do not reflect the Messianic time
972

 

6. Dan 9:24-27
973

         

7. Dan 12:11-12 and (probably) Song of Songs Rabbah 2:10 – the meaning of the 45 additional 

‘days’
974 

8. Unknown aggadah – the Messiah entered the Garden of Eden
 975

   
 

 

Comparison of the accounts 

The survey shows that the Latin and Hebrew account correspond rather well on this agenda 

item, at least formally.
976

 First of all, the Hebrew account confirms the impression we get 

from the Latin report that Paul had a double approach, starting the discussion with biblical 

arguments, and subsequently buttressing these arguments with passages from rabbinic 

exegesis
 
and freestanding or independent rabbinic traditions.

977
 Second, Gen 49:10 is the 

prime biblical proof in both accounts.
978

 Third, the two Daniel texts (including Song of Songs 

R. 2:10) are not mentioned in the Latin account, but when it comes to Gen 49:10 the Latin 

                                                 
968

 BT Sanh (5a) states that the sceptre in ‘the sceptre shall not pass from Judah’ (Gen. 49:10) refers to the 

Exilarchs of Babylonia who rule over Israel with sceptres, and ‘nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet’ (id.) 

to the descendants of Hillel (in Palestine) who teach the Torah in public. Friar Paul argues that the Jews have 

lost both forms of authority after the death of Jesus. In both the Capistrum and the Pugio, Raymond argues along 

the same line. See Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 304; Maccoby (trans.), 106.    
969

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 306; Maccoby (trans.), 110-111. 
970

 Ibid., 307; ibid., 113-114.  
971

 Ibid., 308-309; ibid., 115-117 
972

 Ibid., 311; ibid., 120-122 
973

 Ibid., 312-315; ibid., 123-125 
974

 Ibid., 314-315; ibid., 125-129. For the identification of the rabbinic source, Maccoby points to Yalqut 

Shim’oni (on Hosea, 518), a medieval anthology of rabbinic quotes. According to Mutius, Paul Christian and 

Nahmanides here used an older exegetical tradition, which, for example, can be found in Song of Songs Rabbah 

(2.10); Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 196; see also U. Ragacs, ‘Der Yalkut Shim’oni. Ein 

Werkzeug der Christlich-Jüdischen Kontroverse des Mittelalters?’, FJB 30 (2003), 91-101. Ragacs states that it 

is more likely that Songs of Songs Rabbah was used here than Yalkut Shim’oni, since the purpose of these 

debaters was to back up their arguments with Jewish traditional literature, which Yalkut Shim’oni only is in an 

indirect way. Moreover, the latter work was not used by Raymond Martin, but Song of Songs Rabbah was.  
975

 This aggadah says that fourteen people entered the Garden of Eden alive, among them the Messiah; see 

Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 315; Maccoby (trans.), 129-130.  
976

 Robert Chazan argued already convincingly that a detailed comparison between the accounts shows that they 

concur surprisingly well, as to the agenda items of the Disputation, the main strategies followed, and certain 

details concerning the items discussed; see Barcelona and Beyond, esp. 61-63.   
977

 The term ‘independent’ rabbinic traditions, or ‘freestanding rabbinic dicta’ is used by Chazan, Daggers of 

Faith, e.g. 77, 117.   
978

 See Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 77, 120. Gen 49:10 ‘had, over the ages, been a source of lively Christian-

Jewish polemical exchange’ (ibid., 77), with a reference to the materials gathered and the literature cited in 

Berger, The Jewish-Christian Debate, 60-62; 248-252; see also A. Posnanski, Schilo. Ein Beitrag zur 

Messiaslehre (2 vols.), Leipzig 1904, esp. vol 1, ch. XI: ‘Disputationsliteratur’, 206-266 (Nachmanides gegen 

Pablo Christiani, 206-209; Salomo Ben Adreth gegen Raymund Martin, 210-215).      
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report says: ‘Further, among the proofs put forward for the advent of the Messiah was 

adduced that one from Genesis: “The sceptre shall not pass away from Judah”.’
979

 Nothing, 

thus, excludes the presence of Daniel. Four, the stories on the Messiah’s birth in Bethlehem, 

his appearance in Rome and his abiding in Paradise, mentioned in the Latin account, are also 

adduced by Paul in the Hebrew account. These are: LamR 1:51, BT Sanh (98a), and an 

unidentified aggadah.
980

 Five, Nahmanides’s point in the Hebrew account that Jesus’ life did 

not reflect the biblical prophecies on the Messiah is also mentioned in the Latin account, 

though the latter only pays attention to the point of his suffering and death.
981

  

Apart from Gen 49:10-BT Sanh (5a) and Dan 12:11-12/Song of Songs R. 2:10, the sources 

listed above will be discussed in the following two sections. As to the discussion on the 

aggadic and midrashic material treated in the next section, the career of the two aggadot from 

LamR 1.51 and BT Sanh (98a) in particular will be followed. These aggadot form a relatively 

small aspect of the discussion and thus afford us a first, rather easy glimpse of the 

development from Barcelona to the Pugio.  

 

 

 

2. Aggadot on the Birth and Appearance of the Messiah: the Disputation of Barcelona 

 

In the Hebrew account, immediately after the discussion on Gen. 49:10, Paul starts to argue 

that some rabbis say that the Messiah has already come. He quotes the mentioned aggadah 

from LamR 1:51. It tells the story that the Messiah was born on the day of the destruction of 

the Second Temple:  
 

A certain man was ploughing and his cow lowed. An Arab passed by and said to him, ‘Jew, 

Jew, untie your cow, untie your plough, untie your coulter, for the Temple has been 

destroyed.’ He untied his cow, he untied his plough, and he untied his coulter. The cow lowed 

a second time. The Arab said to him, ‘Tie up your cow, tie up your plough, tie up your coulter, 

for your Messiah has been born.’
982

 

 

Nahmanides’s response is twofold, including an answer on the literal and the mystic level. He 

says that he does not believe the story, and in case it would be true it must have ‘some other 

interpretation derived from the secrets of the Sages’.
983

 The rabbi confronts Paul with the 
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 Baer (ed), 186: ‘Item inter probaciones propositas de adventu Messie adducta fuit illa etiam de Genesi: “non 

auferetur sceptrum de Iuda” etc.’; Maccoby (trans.), 149. 
980

 The first is about the birth of the Messiah on the day of the Second Temple’s destruction; the second tells the 

story of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi meeting the Messiah at the gate of Rome among the sick; the third is a story 

locating the Messiah in the Garden of Eden. Regarding the last, unknown aggadah, we can say that according to 

the Latin account, Nahmanides conceded that the Messiah lives in Paradise with Elijah, and in the Hebrew 

account Paul Christian and Nahmanides are discussing an aggadah saying that fourteen people entered the 

Garden of Eden alive, among them the Messiah. Maccoby notes that ‘several sources are extant in which the 

people who enter the Garden of Eden alive are listed, but none of these sources quite tallies with the version 

given here’; Maccoby, Judaism on Trial, 129. For a possible identification of this aggadah, see Mutius, Die 

Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 211-215.  
981

 Baer (ed), 186: ‘Item cum dictus Moyses diceret, Ihesum Christum non debere dici Messiam, quia Messias, 

ut dicebat, non debet mori, sicut dicitur in psalmo: “vitam peciit a te et tribuisti ei” etc., sed debet vivere in 

eternum’; Maccoby (trans.), 149. 
982

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 306; Maccoby (trans.), 110. A second version of this story can be found in PT Ber (2.4). 

This version was mentioned in the Capistrum and quoted in the Pugio; see next sections. According to H.-G. 

Mutius the aggadah was known by Christians long before the Disputation of Barcelona. He mentions Amulo of 

Lyon (9
th

 c.), who calls this aggadah ‘a godless product of phantasy’; Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische 

Zwangdisputation, 71.     
983

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 306; Maccoby (trans.), 110. 
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consequences of his argument. If the story is literally true, Jesus cannot be the Messiah, since 

he was born long before the destruction of the Second Temple. Then the king’s justiciary, a 

certain Master William (Guillem), interferes. He snarls at the rabbi: ‘The argument at present 

does not concern Jesus. The question is whether the Messiah has come or not. You said that 

he has not come, but this book of yours says that he has come.’
984

 

Nahmanides then gives a more mystical kind of interpretation of the aggadah, which 

Raymond Martin in the Pugio would call an ‘insanity’.
985

 He points out that the word ‘born’ 

in the aggadah is critical. When we read the rest of the aggadah, in which the mother of the 

Messiah tells the Jew that the child was carried away by the wind,
986

 and when it is combined 

with other aggadot on the Messiah’s appearance in Rome and his dwelling in the Garden of 

Eden, the conclusion forces itself upon the reader: the Messiah is already here, but waits for 

his moment to come.
987

 The rabbi anchors the plausibility of this solution in Scripture. He 

makes a comparison with Moses, who was not the redeemer at the time he was born, but only 

from the time he stood before the pharaoh. Similarly, the Messiah will once stand before the 

pope and say to him by God’s command: ‘Let my people go’ (Ex 5:1). The Messiah will only 

be the Messiah from the moment when Elijah has anointed him. After that he will redeem the 

Jewish people.  

This is a masterpiece of oratory. In one stroke Nahmanides eliminates the strategy and 

accusations of his opponents, shows the potential depth of aggadic teaching, and heartens his 

own people by presenting them an image of Messianic hope. He even dares to warn 

Christianity what will happen when at the supreme moment the pope will reject the Messiah. 

In contrast to the Latin report, the Hebrew account says nothing about Friar Paul’s response to 

these statements.
988

 The above-mentioned Master Guillem moves the discussion to Is 52:13, 

the topic of the suffering Messiah. A little later Paul returns to the original theme and adduces 

another aggadah, BT Sanh (98a). It tells the story of Rabbi Joshua ben Levi, who meets Elijah 

near the tomb of his beloved Master Simeon ben Jochai. Paul first summarizes the story and 

then draws his conclusion: 
 

In the Talmud it is explained that Rabbi Joshua ben Levi asked Elijah, ‘When will the Messiah 

come?’ To which he replied, ‘Ask the Messiah himself.’ Said he, ‘Where is he?’ Said Elijah, ‘At the 

gate of Rome among the sick people.’ He went there and found him and asked him certain 

questions. If so, he has come, and he is in Rome; that is, he is Jesus, who rules in Rome.
989
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Nahmanides points out that this aggadah sustains his earlier claim that the Messiah was born 

but did not come yet. For Rabbi Joshua asks Elijah, ‘When will the Messiah come?’ And he 

repeats the question when he meets the Messiah at the gate of Rome among the sick people: 

‘When will the Master come?’ So, Nahmanides concludes, ‘he has not yet come, though, 

according to the literal sense of these Aggadahs, he has been born.’
990

 Friar Paul is paid back 

in kind. If he insists on taking midrash literally, he will have it his way. But Nahmanides 

repeats again that he himself does not believe these aggadot. This statement aroused 

amazement among the Jewish community. That at least might explain why at the beginning of 

the second day Nahmanides immediately asks the king to speak first, in order to clarify 

himself. One of the most fascinating moves during the Disputation then follows, eliciting 

reaction and discussion even into our times. The explanation regards the character and 

authority of aggadah, perceived within the broader frame of rabbinic tradition. According to 

Nahmanides the authority of Talmudic literature needs some stratification: 
 

Know that we Jews have three kinds of books: the first is the Bible, and we all believe in this with 

perfect faith; the second is called the Talmud, and it is an explication of the commandments of the 

Torah, for there are 613 commandments in the Torah, and every single one of them is explicated in 

the Talmud, and we believe in this explication of the commandments; and we have also a third book 

which is called the Midrash, which means ‘Sermons’. This is just as if the bishop were to stand up 

and make a sermon, and one of his hearers liked it so much that he wrote it down. And as for this 

book, the Midrash, if anyone wants to believe in it, well and good, but if someone does not believe 

in it, there is no harm. Now certain Sages of ours have written that the Messiah will not be born 

until near the time of the End, when he will come to take us out of exile, and for that reason I do not 

believe in the part of this book that says that he was born on the day of the Destruction. Moreover, 

we call the Midrash a book of 'Aggadah', which means ‘razionamiento’, that is to say, merely things 

that a man relates to his fellow.
991

 

 

Apart from the question whether Nahmanides wholeheartedly supported this statement or not, 

the claim is strategically clever.
992

 It intends to frustrate any Christian attempt to found proofs 

on the basis of midrash or aggadah. It also counters the Christian accusation that rabbinic 
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Judaism is a deviation from the biblical truth. Nahmanides stresses that Judaism’s primary 

source is Scripture. The Talmud has only doctrinal authority in its explanation of the biblical 

commandments. Midrash and aggadah entail a different kind of authority which is connected 

to the realm of preaching and narrative. Unlike Scripture and halakhah, these parts of Jewish 

tradition are not binding. Every Jew has the right to dispute their conclusions. Therefore, there 

have always been rabbis who denied the content of the type of aggadot brought forward here 

by Paul Christian, maintaining that the Messiah will be born towards the end of days.  

    After this explication, Nahmanides reiterates his response of the first day. First, when 

LamR 1:51 is taken literally, it implies that Jesus is not the Messiah, since he was not born on 

the day of the destruction of the Temple. Second, being born is not the same as having come. 

As to this second point, Nahmanides returns to two questions posed by the king at the end of 

the first day. The king asked whether it is not very unnatural for a human being to live more 

than one thousand years and, if it would be true, where this Messiah would be today. On the 

first day the rabbi answered the second question jokingly: ‘Perhaps you will find him at the 

gates of Toledo, if you send one of your runners there.’
993

 But now he seriously returns to the 

first question of the king. He compares the Messiah to Adam, who lived nearly a thousand 

years and died because of his sin. The Messiah is free from sin, which makes it fitting that he 

lives much longer. To the question of the location of the Messiah, he answers that this is the 

Garden of Eden, where he waits for the moment of his advent, as the Sages have said. Again 

the reason for this is that the Messiah is free from sin and thus free from punishment.
994

 When 

the king asks how he should understand this in combination with the earlier statement that the 

Messiah was in Rome, Nahmanides responds that he was only in Rome on a certain day, not 

permanently. Then the reader is told that the rabbi gave his full answer privately to the king, 

since he did not want to declare it before so many people. The real reason for the Messiah to 

be in Rome was, as the aggadah states, that he remained there until he would destroy it (again, 

in analogy with Moses, who stayed in the house of the pharaoh, until he punished it and 

liberated the Jewish people from it).     

To conclude, in the Hebrew account Nahmanides’s rejection of the adduced aggadot moves 

on two levels, a methodical and a textual level. His methodical objection is that aggadic and 

midrashic sources have no binding authority; they are not part of what a Jew is obliged to 

believe. To prove on the basis of midrash and aggadah that according to Judaism the Messiah 

had come yet, is not very persuasive. On the textual level, Nahmanides makes two points. 

First, LamR 1:51 excludes that Jesus was the Messiah. Second, the aggadic texts adduced 

prove only that the Messiah was born, not that he has come.  

In its own way the Latin report of the Disputation confirms each of these three points. It 

mentions that the rabbi made the distinction between being born and having come. ‘But he 

said that though he had been born, nevertheless he had not yet come, because the Messiah is 

said to have come only when he assumes dominion over the Jews and frees them and the Jews 

follow him.’
995

 It reports as well that, when the rabbi was asked where the Messiah abides, he 

first answered that he did not know and then ‘that he lived in the earthly Paradise with 
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Elijah’.
996

 All this corresponds well to the content of the discussion in the Hebrew report, 

although the Latin report states that the rabbi was refuted on the point of the difference 

construed between birth and advent, whereas the Hebrew report is, not surprisingly, silent 

about such a refutation.  

The methodical point is also mentioned in the Latin report. Towards the end of the text, it 

reads:  
 

When he could not explain the authorities, he said publicly that he did not believe in the authorities 

which were cited against him, though they were in ancient, authoritative books of the Jews, because, 

as he said, they were sermons, in which their teachers, for the sake of exhorting the people, often 

lied. For this reason, he dismissed both the teachers and the scriptures of the Jews.
997

  

 

Of course this is a short, simplistic and biased version of the position Nahmanides took 

according to the Hebrew report, but it confirms that the rabbi questioned the authority of 

midrash and aggadah, and thus attacked one of the fundaments of the friars’ method.  

   Finally, two important aspects of the Hebrew report are lacking in the Latin report. First of 

all the rabbi’s answer to Paul that the date of Jesus’ birth does not correspond to the story in 

LamR. The Latin report simply states that it was proved to Nahmanides by the Law, the 

Prophets, and the Talmud that Christ had come, and that the rabbi had no valid reply to these 

proofs.
998

 Secondly Nahmanides’s statement that Scripture is the heart of Judaism and the root 

of the authority of the Talmud, especially the halakhic parts of it. The Latin report focuses 

only on his denial of the authority of midrashim and agadot.
999

 Both points are essential for a 

good defence, and probably Nahmanides actually raised them. Our reading of the Capistrum 

and the Pugio shows clearly that Raymond recognized the importance of these points in his 

reception of the Disputation of Barcelona                      

 

 

 

3. Reception in the Capistrum  

 

When Robert Chazan discusses the relation between the Pugio and the Disputation of 

Barcelona, he concludes that the Pugio addresses ‘every major criticism raised by […] Rabbi 

Moses ben Nahman’ and that much of its advance was ‘simply the result of careful 

consideration of the issues raised by Rabbi Moses.’
1000

 But what about the Capistrum? Was it 

an early response to Nahmanides’s refutation of Paul Christian’s claims, as Chazan states with 

regard to the Pugio?
1001

 In order to answer this question it is not important to know whether 
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Raymond was present at the Disputation.
1002

 It suffices to say that he stood in close 

connection to those who participated in it. We may further assume that he had the Hebrew 

account at his disposal when he was working on the Capistrum. The account was distributed 

in the early spring of 1265 at the latest, since that is when the Dominicans started proceedings 

against it. The Capistrum was not finished before 1267, so Raymond had enough time to 

receive the text.
1003

  

 

 

A new aim 

The short prologue to the first ratio of the Capistrum appears to be a response to the 

experiences of the Barcelona Disputation. The central aim of the first part of the book
 
 is 

formulated here as follows: 
 

Since no one can advance a better fundament than Christ Jesus […], in this first part it will not only 

be proved that the Messiah, that is Christ, must have come, but also that he was born and came 

before the destruction of the Temple, and that no one except Jesus our Lord was or could have been 

the Messiah.
1004

 

 

The differences with the aim formulated in the Latin account of the Disputation are eye-

catching: ‘Brother Paulus […] proposed to the said Jewish master that he would prove […] 

that the Messiah (of which the interpretation is “Christ”) whom the Jews expect, has 

undoubtedly come.’
1005

 The Hebrew account confirms, as we saw in the previous section, that 

when Paul adduced aggadic material it was not his first intention to prove that Jesus was the 

Messiah, but simply that Jewish sources confirm that the advent of the Messiah already took 

place. Nahmanides  challenged this strategy repeatedly by arguing that the same sources, if 

taken literally, exclude that Jesus was the Messiah. Given these facts, the aims of the 

Capistrum, as quoted above, are an adjustment on three important points of what Paul 

Christian pursued. Raymond not only wants to prove that the Messiah has come already, but 

also that (1) this happened before the destruction of the Second Temple, (2) his birth and 

advent cannot be separated, and (3) no one except for Jesus could have been this Messiah. 

The most obvious explanation for these changes in approach is that they reflect lessons 

learned from the way Paul’s argumentation was countered during the Disputation and in the 

Hebrew account.  

The third point needs some clarification. The rabbi stated, as pointed out in the Hebrew 

account, that Jesus’ deeds simply did not correspond to the messianic promise revealed in 

Scripture. His rule was not ‘from sea to sea, and from the River until the ends of the earth’, as 

Psalm 72 predicts; the peace described in Isaiah 2:4 was not fulfilled; the Jewish people were 

not liberated but brought into exile again; the dispersed of Israel were not gathered; and the 

Temple in Jerusalem was not rebuilt.
1006

 In view of this image of the Messiah and his time, 

and the resulting rejection of Jesus as the Messiah (and Christian society as messianic), the 

objective of the Capistrum proves to be much broader than only a demonstration of the date 

of the messianic advent. To be sure, the seven rationes in the first place try to prove that the 

Messiah has come before the Second Temple’s destruction, but the proof that Jesus was the 
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only one who met these criteria means that the Capistrum also touches many aspects of 

Christian doctrine, an observation I made earlier. 

Thus, three central elements of Nahmanides’s response to Paul Christian have become a 

main effort of the Capistrum. This concurs with Chazan’s conclusion that the Disputation of 

Barcelona was a testing ground for a new missionizing strategy invented by these Catalan 

Dominicans.
1007

 Not only Raymond’s Pugio, but also his Capistrum was already an attempt to 

improve Paul Christian’s  strategy. ‘Dialogue’, that is, debate, disputation, was an important 

key to the further shaping of Dominican argumentation. And it was, as I already noted in 

Chapter One,  an integral part of the curriculum followed in Dominican convents throughout 

the world.
1008

  

 

 

Rejection of aggadot on the birth of the Messiah  

Nahmanides’s first response in particular (the incompatibility of the messianic dates of 

aggadah and Jesus’ life) seems to have had direct consequences for Raymond’s employment 

of the aggadic stories on the Messiah’s birth in Bethlehem, and his abiding elsewhere until his 

advent. Raymond probably came to the conclusion that these aggadot could not really help to 

buttress the Christian claim. Whereas Paul Christian seems to have adduced these texts rather 

uncritically, Raymond stresses that they are Jewish errors:
1009

           
 

Here we should not leave undiscussed the error of the Jews, who say and have written in the 

Talmud Jerushalmi, Tractate Berakhot, chapter Haya Qore [PT 2.4/10ff. (5a)] and in the gloss on 

Lamentations, called Echa Rabbati [1.51]: ‘A comforter is far from me, one to revive my soul’ 

[Lam 1:16], and in many other places in their scriptures, that the Messiah was born in Bethlehem on 

the day of the destruction of the [Second] Temple, as was treated above in the first ratio of this 

[first] part [of the book]. However, with all this they do not confess that he has come, but some of 

them have written that he hides at the islands of the sea, others that he lives in the earthly Paradise. 

Others have stated that he abides among the lepers of Rome. He is, they say, a leper, as it was 

written [Is 53:4]: ‘We have seen him as a leper’.
1010

  

  

Besides being an adjustment of the strategy pursued by Paul, this passage may witness a 

development on the level of knowledge of rabbinic source material. First, while in the Hebrew 

account Paul adduces one rabbinic source for the birth of the Messiah on the day of the 

Temple destruction (LamR 1.51), Raymond explicitly mentions a second source, PT Ber 2.4 

(5a) and even states that there are many more. Second, the tradition on the Messiah hiding at 

the islands of the sea is mentioned in neither of the two accounts of the Disputation of 

Barcelona.
1011

 Raymond’s membership of the royal committee for the censorship of Jewish 

literature will certainly have contributed to a growing knowledge of rabbinic sources. 
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Censorship and discovery of new sources for the benefit of preaching and missionizing were 

joint activities.  

 

 

Ratio 1 

Raymond refers to the first ratio in the passage quoted above. The title of this ratio is: ‘That 

the Messiah was born before the destruction of the Temple’.
1012

 It starts with the quotation of 

Is 66:7-8: ‘Before she was in labour, she gave birth; before her labour pains came upon her, 

she delivered a son. Who has heard of such a thing? Who has seen such things?’
1013

 After this 

Raymond adduces two passages from GenR 30:41. The first explains the image of the woman 

in labour pains as the people of Israel crying because their Temple is destroyed:  
 

In the hour when the house of the Sanctuary was destroyed, the Israelites cried, as if they were in 

labour, as it is written [Jer 4:31]: ‘For I heard a cry as of a woman in labour, anguish as of one 

bringing forth her first child.’
1014

  

 

The second passage poses the question why it was said that the Messiah was born on the same 

day that the Temple was destroyed. The answer of the midrash is: because Isaiah says, ‘when 

she was in labour, she gave birth; during her labour pains she brought forth a boy.’
1015

  

After these quotations Raymond starts his own argumentation: The Hebrew בטרם, used 

twice in Is 66:7-8 (בטרם she was in labour, בטרם her labour pains) means in antequam, 

‘before’, and not ‘during’, as the second midrash holds.
1016

 Raymond has three different 

arguments for translating with ‘before’. First, there are several biblical passages where בטרם 

clearly means ‘before’.
1017

 Second, there is a proof from rabbinic literature. According to 

David Kimhi in his Sefer ha-Shorashim, the word טרם generally means ‘before’, and certainly 

here in Isaiah. Third, there is the argument of context and common sense. If this woman had 

given birth during her labour pains, which is quite normal, why would Isaiah have exclaimed 

then, ‘who has heard of anything like this? Who has seen any such thing?’  

Some interesting methodical aspects should be noted here. First of all, Scripture forms the 

heart of Raymond’s argumentation. He starts with it (Isaiah), he makes its correct translation 

into a key effort of the argument, and when he argues that his translation is the correct one, 

his first evidence consists of other biblical texts. Taking Scripture as the prime authority was 

an integral element of the Dominican apologetic and epistemic method, as I argued in Chapter 

Four by comparing methodical aspects of Raymond and Thomas. In a way this concurs with a 

statement of Nahmanides during the Disputation. When the rabbi reflected on the authority of 

rabbinic tradition, he stated that the Bible was the prime orientation of Judaism. Also the 

Talmud is rooted in the Torah, he says, as it explains the biblical commandments. In the 
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previous section I noted already that the Christian accusation that rabbinic Judaism is a 

deviation from the biblical truth, may have stood behind these words of Nahmanides. One 

could ask oneself as well, whether Raymond’s method of taking Hebrew Scripture as his focal 

point of departure in the discussion with Judaism was related to Nahmanides’s remark. I do 

not think this was the case. The study and preaching of Scripture was too much a fundamental 

part of the Dominican method to assume that Raymond’s choice was dependent on a scheme 

laid down by Nahmanides. On the increasing focus on Scripture in the thirteenth century, both 

in Christianity and in Judaism, much can be said, although at this point, I will leave it at the 

observation that this focus is obvious in Raymond as well as in Nahmanides.       

Before it can be employed as proper proof, Scripture needs analysis. The thirteenth century 

theologian employed several techniques: comparative biblical research, linguistic analysis, 

logical argumentation, historical evidence, and of course the authority of tradition. In the ratio 

just discussed, Raymond employs four of these. Comparative scriptural research shows that 

 often means ‘before’. Linguistic proof drawn from an authority in the field of Hebrew בטרם

language, Rabbi David Kimhi, shows the same. Logical reasoning learns that Isaiah cannot 

have meant ‘during’. Midrash and rabbinic tradition reveals that Is 66:7-8 is about the birth of 

the Messiah.  

The last technique, the use of rabbinic exegesis, is employed by Raymond in a twofold 

manner. His method seems to differ here from Paul Christian’s, and differences may have 

again been inspired by Nahmanides and his Hebrew account. Nowhere in the Hebrew or the 

Latin account do we find examples of Paul rejecting rabbinic traditions as erroneous. In the 

Capistrum, however, the use of rabbinic statements alternates. Some are adduced to support 

the Christian truth, some are rejected as false. Robert Chazan has suggested that it was 

Nahmanides who supplied Raymond with the rationale to correct Paul’s strategy on this point. 

The rabbi’s confession that in Judaism midrash and aggadah do not have the same authority as 

Scripture and halakhah may indeed have licensed Raymond to reject those midrashim and 

aggadot he considered to be erroneous, as Chazan suggests.
1018

 At the same time it should be 

stressed that rejection of error was an integral part of the Dominican method, as we saw in the 

Chapters Four and Five. At the outset of the Summa contra gentiles, for example, Thomas 

Aquinas discerns the ‘twofold office of a wise man […]: to meditate and speak forth of the 

divine truth […] and to refute the opposing error’.
1019

 And further, the Capistrum is divided in 

two parts, of which the first regards the demonstration (rationes) that the Messiah has come 

and the second the refutation (nequitiae) of Jewish objections against it. Finally, in the 

prologue to the Pugio, basing himself on Tit 1:9, Raymond says that ‘a preacher of the truth 

should be able to instruct the faithful in sound doctrine and refute those who contradict the 

truth’.
1020

  

 

 

Ratio 2, ns. 12-13 

Another refutation of the tradition of the Messiah’s birth on the day of the Temple’s 

destruction is found in the second ratio of the Capistrum.
1021

 It follows immediately after the 

passage quoted above, in which stories about the abiding of the Messiah in Rome, the Garden 

of Eden and the islands of the sea were called Jewish errors. The argumentation is very 

similar to that of ratio one. Again, a biblical quote is the starting point and, again, it is 

followed by the adduction of midrashic material, used partly in a supportive, partly in a 

refutative manner. Here too midrash, history and linguistics are used to clarify Scripture.  

                                                 
1018

 See Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 119-120. 
1019

 ScG I, c. 1.    
1020

 PF, prol., n. 1 (2).  
1021

 CI I, r. 2, ns. 12-13 (82-84). 
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Raymond reproduces a Jewish exegesis of Is 10:34/11:1: ‘And the Lebanon will fall by 

strength. A shoot shall come out from the stock of Jesse.’
1022

 He notes that the Jews explain 

‘the Lebanon will fall’ as the destruction of the Temple, and the ‘shoot from the stock of 

Jesse’ as the Messiah. These two verses together would imply then that the Messiah was born 

on the day of the Temple’s destruction.
1023

 Raymond’s objection to this explanation has a 

historical and a linguistic component. He starts to note that if it is true that the shoot of Jesse 

followed upon the fall of the Lebanon, one would have expected that Is 11:6, the prophecy on 

the wolf living with the lamb was realized as well. But there was no such peace after the fall 

of the Lebanon. On the contrary, war and revolt dominated the period. There was, however, a 

long and unique period of peace at the time of Jesus’ birth, during the reign of Emperor 

Augustus. This historical observation brings Raymond to argue that the sequence of the fall of 

the Lebanon and the shoot of the stock of Jesse should be read in reverse order. Hebrew 

grammar does not exclude such a reading. Again Rabbi David Kimhi is adduced to confirm 

this: a ו-consecutivum, with which the Hebrew text connects Is 10:34-11:1, does not 

necessarily have the meaning of sequence; it can also have a conditional meaning. If so, in the 

case of these specific verses, the birth of the Messiah does not necessarily follow after the fall 

of the Lebanon (the Temple).  

 

 

Conclusion 

As I noted at the beginning of this chapter, Robert Chazan argued that the argumentation of 

Paul Christian was seriously refined by Raymond in the Pugio. Chazan concludes that this 

refinement was obvious at different levels. First, the Pugio reflected an expansion of the 

knowledge of rabbinic material between 1263 and 1278, including a far broader range of 

theological issues to which this material was brought to bear.
1024

 Second, compared to Paul 

Christian, Raymond Martin showed an ‘enhanced sophistication in the utilization of rabbinic 

materials’.
1025

 Chazan argues this latter point in view of the differences between the two friars 

in their ‘basic view of rabbinic literature’ and ‘in the substance of the arguments’ they 

advanced.
1026

 As to the proposition that Raymond refined parts of Paul Christian’s argument, 

Chazan confines himself to the Christian contention that the Messiah had already come.
1027

 

The aggadot on the Messiah’s birth during the destruction of the Second Temple, his 

appearance in Rome, and his entrance in the Garden of Eden, adduced by Paul to prove that 

the rabbis themselves maintained that the Messiah had come, but dismissed and discredited by 

Raymond in the Pugio as talmudic fables and absurdities, are part of Chazan’s 

examination.
1028

 Still, Chazan concludes, ‘Friar Raymond remained convinced of the validity 

of the approach. What he proceeds to do, therefore, is to present further talmudic material, 

which does, to his mind, clearly indicate the advent of the messiah, indeed at precisely the 

time of the appearance of Jesus.’
1029

  

Now, Chazan’s conclusions are based on his reading of the Pugio. The Capistrum was not a 

part of his examination. My reading of the Capistrum shows that already in this work, written 

only a few years after the Disputation of Barcelona, Raymond adjusted Paul Christian’s 

                                                 
1022

 Ibid., n. 12 (82): ‘Postquam ergo Isaias, inquiunt, dixit: “Et Libanus, hoc est templo, in robusto cadet”, 

statim immediate de Messiae nativitate subiunxit: “Et egredietur virga de radice Yissay”, etc.’  
1023

 Raymond does not give here the source of this exegesis, but quotes in the Pugio PT Ber 2:4; see PF II, c. 6, 

n. 1 (348-349).  
1024

 Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 292-293.   
1025

 Ibid., 293.  
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 Ibid., 293, 294.  
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 Ibid., 294 ff.   
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 Ibid., 300 ff.  
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approach in the way Chazan describes for the Pugio. This makes it all the more likely that it 

was Nahmanides’s performance at the Disputation that brought Raymond to changes of Paul’s 

argument. Perhaps this was done in close cooperation with the same Paul, who, after all, was 

Raymond’s colleague in the study and censorship of rabbinic writings.  

 

 

 

4. Development in the Pugio  

 

In the Pugio fidei, the refutation of the rabbinic tradition on the birth and advent of the 

Messiah has gained in coherence.
1030

 Whereas the Capistrum has two arguments at two 

different places (ratio 1 and ratio 2, ns. 11-13), in the Pugio these are brought together in one 

chapter.
1031

 The direct relation with the argument on Gen 49:10 is dropped and the question is 

treated as a unity on its own, under the chapter heading: ‘That the Messiah of the Jews 

according to them was born on the day when the Temple was destroyed by Titus and 

Vespasian’.
1032

 Furthermore, while in the Capistrum the question is immediately brought up 

in the first ratio, in the Pugio it only appears in the sixth chapter (II, c. 6).
1033

 This chapter is 

preceded by two introductory chapters on the divine rejections of, first, the ten tribes of Israel 

(c. 1) and, then, the tribe of Judah (c. 2), chapters which are not found in the Capistrum, and 

three chapters centering around the prophecies of respectively Dan 9:24-27, Gen 49:10 and 

Dan 2:31-45.
1034

 Raymond’s choice to put the reading of central biblical texts (of course in 

combination with much rabbinic material) in the Pugio before the discussion on aggadic 

material on the birth of the Messiah is understandable. It leads to a more balanced 

composition: introduction, several scriptural demonstrations of the true messianic date 

(including refutation of alternative, erroneous rabbinic exegeses), refutation of rabbinic ‘tales’ 

that the Messiah was born when the Second Temple was destroyed. The choice to start with 

his own Christian exegesis of Hebrew Scripture instead of with rabbinic ‘errors’ has the 

advantage that it is less defensive. By this the polemicist takes the initiative and marks off the 

direction in which he wants to push his audience.  

Chapter II, 6 of the Pugio has a clear structure. After a short introduction, the proof is 

delivered in two steps: first, the tradition about the birth of the Messiah; second, the tradition 

on the Messiah waiting for the moment of his advent. The chapter ends with some concluding 

remarks. I will discuss these four parts now in relation to the facts of the Capistrum and then 

summarize the development from the Capistrum to the Pugio.  

   In the introduction to the question, Raymond shows how it might enter a living debate 

between Christians and Jews. The scene is sketched in Raymond’s typical language of drama 

and metaphor which we already met a few times before:  
 

Now, when Jews ask how, in the days of their alliance with the Romans the things concerning 

the Messiah, the things, prefigured by ‘the stone hewn from a mountain not by human hands’ 

[Dan. 2:45], were completed, as there is his birth and, further, his common nature/quality (et 

reliqua eius qualitas universa), they may cry out after this [explanation] that they do not hold 

                                                 
1030

 See also Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 87-91.  
1031

 PF II, c. 6 (348-352). 
1032

 The Latin heading reads: ‘Quod Messias Judaeorum secundum ipsos natus est illa die qua templum 

destructum est a Tito et Vespasiano’.  
1033

 As was mentioned, part II of the Pugio is a recapitulation of the Capistrum.  
1034

 The order of these three texts in the Capistrum is rearranged in the Pugio. The Capistrum has the order: Gen 

49:10, Dan 2:31-45, Dan 9:24-27. Thus, in the Pugio the argument centred around Dan 9:24-27 (the prophecy on 

the seventy weeks) has been put in front. The Capistrum already shows that for Raymond this text was gaining 

importance, since it got a double redaction there. See further Chapter Seven. 
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things [this way], then drawing back as dung in a whirlpool, gargling now this then that. If one 

pushes further then, they may confess, although unwillingly, that their Messiah was born on 

the day of the destruction of the [second] Temple, and nonetheless acknowledge that he not 

has come yet. This insanity creeps forward from where PT Berakhot reads the following: 

[…]’
1035

 

 

The two arguments rendered to reject (what Raymond calls) rabbinic ‘fables’ about the birth 

and the abiding of the Messiah until his advent, are structured similarly. In each case, first the 

sources are quoted, then the argumentation follows. Before discussing the argumentation, 

some observations on the evolution of the sources from the Capistrum to the Pugio are in 

order. As to the story of the Messiah’s birth on the day of the Temple’s destruction, the Pugio 

quotes PT Berakhot 2.4 (5a), mentions LamR 1.51, and then quotes GenR 30:41. This is an 

elaboration of the Capistrum, which quotes GenR 30:41 in ratio one and only mentions the 

two other sources in ratio two.
1036

 As to the tradition that the Messiah is dwelling elsewhere 

until the time of his advent, the differences between the Capistrum and the Pugio are larger. 

In the Capistrum, Raymond only notes that some rabbinic sources claim this,
1037

 but in the 

Pugio, he actually quotes two of these: GenR 30:41 and BT Sanh (98a) (of which a small part 

was already adduced by Friar Paul at Barcelona). The first is the moving story about Elijah 

who hears a בת קול, a voice from heaven, telling him that the Temple is destroyed and that the 

Messiah has been born in Bethlehem. He then finds the mother of the Messiah in a state of 

sheer panic, because her child is born on such a disastrous day. The second is the story about 

Rabbi Joshua ben Levi asking Elijah where the Messiah stays and his meeting with the 

Messiah in Rome among the sick.  

   Then the course of the arguments. I will summarize them briefly. The first argument 

concerning the messianic birth starts with an attack on Talmudic ‘fables’, such as PT 

Berakhot 2.4 (5a). Ps 119:85, ‘shameless men spread tales about me, which are not in your 

law’, becomes a reproach against Judaism that fabulates rather than taking Scripture seriously. 

Then the tale itself is treated. It is (parallel to LamR. 1:51) about a ploughing farmer who, 

after his ox lows, is told by a raven that the Temple has been destroyed and, after a second 

lowing, that the Messiah has been born.
1038

 After Rabbi Yudan has told this story, Rabbi 

Abbun criticizes it. He wonders why we need a raven to tell us this. After all, Abbun says, the 

fact is clear enough from Is 10:34-11:1: the ‘shoot from the stock of Jesse’ follows the ‘fall of 

the Lebanon’. Raymond of course accepts Rabbi Abbun’s criticism of placing the proof from 

a fable above that of Scripture, but he attacks the rabbi’s explanation of the Isaiah passage. 

                                                 
1035

 PF II, c. 6 (348): ‘Cum ergo quaeritur a Judaeis qualiter completa sunt in diebus suis, societasque eorum 

cum Romanis ea quae de Messia sunt figurata per abscisum de monte sine manibus lapidem, ut est eius nativitas, 

et reliqua eius qualitas universa, quo erumpant non habent, revolvunt igitur se, quasi fimus in gurgite, nunc ista 

nunc illa mussitantes. Si quis vero institerit, confitebuntur quamvis inviti Messiam suum natum in die 

destructionis templi, nondum tamen eum venisse fatentur. Haec autem insania inde prolabitur, ubi in libro 

Beracoth Hierosolymitano hoc modo legitur [...]’. It is interesting that Raymond mentions here the Jewish 

hesitation regarding the rabbinic tradition on the birth of the Messiah. Perhaps it is an echo of Nahmanides’s 

reluctance to accept this tradition as true. 
1036
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1037
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habitare in paradiso terrestri. Alii autem asserunt ipsum morari Romae inter leprosos.’  
1038

 In Raymond’s version of LamR (as in the version in the Hebrew account of the Barcelona Disputation) the 

informant is an Arab; in Raymond’s version of PT Ber it is a raven. Apparently different versions of the story 

were circulating, since in the margin of his edition De Voisin gives Arabs as alternative reading for corvinus. 

See PF II, c. 6, n. 1 (348-349). The modern edition of PT Ber has ‘Arab’, not ‘raven’.  
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Thus, Rabbi Abbun functions at the same time as an argumentum ab hoste and an example of 

Jewish error.  

   Raymond’s argumentation against the rabbi’s exegesis proves that the Capistrum is not only 

extended and rearranged in the Pugio, but that there is also change of argument. In the 

Capistrum, we saw that Raymond employs a linguistic argument to solve the problem of 

sequence in Is 10:34-11:1. The rabbis, he says, explain the ‘fall of the Lebanon’ of verse 

10:34 as a prophecy on the fall of the Second Temple. If so, the ו-consecutivum, which 

connects verse 10:34 with 11:1, must have a causative meaning. Otherwise the ‘shoot from 

the stock of Jesse’ and the ‘wolf living together with the sheep’, both messianic prophecies, 

would be dated after the destruction of the Second Temple. In the Pugio this linguistic 

argument has disappeared. Instead, Raymond uses an historical argument: Isaiah lived in the 

period of the First Temple. His prophecy on the fall of the Lebanon must therefore be applied 

to the fall of the First Temple. It was not Titus who was the ‘iron’ which cut the Lebanon 

down, but Nebuchadnezzar. After that, in the Second Temple period, the shoot would spring 

from the trunk of Jesse, ‘when the virgin Mary was born from the stock of David, and from 

her the Lord Jesus Christ’.
1039

 Thus, the common sequential meaning of the ו-consecutivum 

between Is 10:34 and 11:1 is restored.  

There may have been several reasons for this change. Possibly the argument of the 

Capistrum was tested in discussion with Jews and found to be unconvincing on the point of 

the interpretation of the ו-consecutivum. Since Raymond evidently wanted to stick to the 

identification of the fall of the Lebanon with the fall of the Temple, he solved the problem of 

sequence by employing a historical reading of Isaiah, that is, that the Lebanon was the First, 

not the Second Temple. The result is the same: the Messiah was born in the Second Temple 

period. Another reason for the change may have been the different position of the argument. 

The sixth chapter is directly preceded by the argument centered around Dan 2:31-45, Daniel’s 

interpretation of the dream of Nebuchadnezzar. An explanation of the ‘fall of the Lebanon’ in 

relation to the destruction of the First Temple connects much better to Dan 2:31-45 than to the 

explanation of the Capistrum, where the topic preceded the discussions on Daniel and was 

connected to Gen 49:10. 

   The argument then continues with a repetition of the first ratio in the Capistrum, the 

explanation of  Is 66:7-8 on the basis of the translation of the Hebrew word טרם. Here the 

Pugio simply reproduces the argument of the Capistrum. The translation of טרם as ‘during’ is 

attacked; the authority of Rabbi David Kimhi is adduced to prove that the correct translation 

is ‘before’ (including Kimhi’s references to biblical texts);  it is argued that Isaiah describes a 

miracle, so that טרם should be translated as ‘before’. One new element is added in the Pugio, 

which again shows that the Pugio is a material extension of the Capistrum: in addition to 

Kimhi the Targum is mentioned (not cited) as evidence for the translation of טרם as ‘before’ 

instead of ‘during’. 

   The rabbinic tradition that the Messiah was already born but dwells elsewhere until the time 

of his advent, is not discussed very seriously in the Pugio. We observed the same in the 

Capistrum. In fact, the two quoted aggadot are seized primarily to show a few other things, 

not related to the question at stake here. For example, the second aggadah, the story about the 

Messiah who cures the lepers at the gates of Rome, shows that the Talmud, including the 
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 PF II, c. 6, n. 2 (349): ‘Ad secundum vero dicendum, quod licet R. Abbun fabulam hanc erubuerit, et ideo 

per Esaiam hunc errorem persuadere voluerit, ita patens est expositionis falsitas quod eius quoque ratio non 

procedit. Esaias quippe tempore primi templi supra dicta verba, scilicet “et Libanus in robusto cadet”, quibus iste 

Rabbi suam adstruit perfidiam, vaticinatus est proinde vaticinium eius hoc modo intelligibile est. “Et Libanus”, 

id est templum “in robusto”, id est per robustum cadet, id est per Nabuchodonosorem regem Babylonis, ut 

habetur circa finem Jeremiae. Deinde secundi templi tempore “egressa est virga ex trunco Isai” etc., quando ex 

stirpe David nata est virgo Maria, et ex ipsa Dominus Jesus Christus.’ 
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commentary of Rashi on it, here explains Is 52:13-53:12, the famous pericope on the Servant 

of the Lord. For Raymond this is an important conclusion, because further down in the Pugio 

this passage will become one of the most important biblical auctoritates to show that the 

Messiah had to suffer.
1040

 A similar, additional conclusion is drawn from the fact that at the 

end of the same aggadah, Elijah explains Ps 95:7, ‘Today, if you heard his voice’, in relation 

to the voice of the Messiah. Raymond notes that the whole verse reads: ‘Since he is our God, 

and we the people of his pasture, the sheep of his hand, today, if you heard his voice’. He then 

argues that if you state that ‘his voice’ is the voice of the Messiah, you consequently testify 

that the Messiah is God.
1041

 But this is only a side-path. Raymond’s real intention here is to 

say that the story about the Messiah who is hiding somewhere awaiting the sign of his advent, 

is the story of the Jewish people keeping their heart shut, because if they listened to his voice, 

they would witness his advent immediately, that is, the return of Christ.
1042

  

   At the end of the chapter, Raymond gives another reason why the story about the Messiah, 

who would have been born at the day of the Temple’s destruction and would now be awaiting 

his advent, cannot be true. ‘If these [traditions] were true, the Sages certainly would not have 

made Ben Cozba to their Messiah, as was put forward above.’
1043

  

Raymond’s final conclusion is devastating. He seriously connects the source of these stories 

to the devil. It is not impossible, he says, that the devil has appeared in the shape of a raven or 

an Arab, or even has transformed himself into the image of Elijah, in order to deceive the 

Jews. After all, he says, there are stories in which the devil transforms himself into an angel of 

light.
1044

  

 

 

 

5. Conclusions 

 

My main conclusion regards two points. First, the development of Raymond’s argument from 

the Capistrum to the Pugio and, second, the differences in approach between Paul Christian 

and Raymond. The second conclusion will draw upon earlier results produced by Robert 

Chazan, as I indicated at the beginning of this chapter.     
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lies’, in rabbinic literature. His original name was probably Bar Kosiba, as appears from letters found in the 

desert of Judea. See also Chapter Ten, p. 295, n. 1586.       
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The differences between the discussed argument in the Capistrum and the Pugio do not lie 

on a methodological level. The argument in the Pugio is marked by the same methodological 

elements that already dominated the argument in the Capistrum: the primacy of Scripture and 

the importance of the veritas hebraica in biblical exegesis, a dialectical use of rabbinic 

literature, and a significant use of historical facts and common sense reasoning. The real 

development of the Pugio, discovered in the topic treated above, has to do with, first, 

rearrangement and changes of argumentation, and, second, an increase of source material, 

including a more extensive quotation (certain sources only mentioned in the Capistrum are 

actually quoted in the Pugio). There is also a shift in the order of adducing the most important 

biblical evidence. Following the Disputation of Barcelona, the Capistrum first advances Gen 

49:10, whereas the Pugio starts with Dan 9:24-27. In the next chapter, which examines the 

argumentation related to the Daniel pericope, a few possible reasons for this shift will be 

discussed. The following chapters can further show whether the conclusions here given on the 

development from the Capistrum to the Pugio, regarding the topic of the Messiah’s advent, 

are also valid for other topics. The temporary conclusion is that the Pugio gives a better 

presentation of the facts, is more persuasive at specific points of the argument, and more 

complete as to the rabbinic sources.  

On the basis of the two accounts of the Barcelona Disputation and the two ‘Jewish’ works 

of Raymond, the conclusion is justified that Paul Christian’s employment of aggadic and 

midrashic material related to the advent of the Messiah was counterproductive and that 

Raymond, perhaps in cooperation with Paul, took a different tack, returning to a more biblical 

approach, cutting rabbinic material where possible to his own exegetical conclusions and 

discrediting material that obviously opposed his conclusions. I will further substantiate this 

conclusion in the following chapters. 

Though I largely agree with Robert Chazan’s conclusions, I have one important point of 

criticism. Chazan maintains that the Pugio is a ‘professional augmentation and refinement of 

the innovative but amateurish missionizing argumentation of Friar Paul’.
1045

 I cannot agree 

with the characterization ‘amateurish’. Chazan himself notes that ‘we are dependent upon a 

skimpy Latin précis of the Barcelona confrontation and the more extensive Hebrew tract 

written by Friar Paul’s adversary’ and that ‘for this reason, there may be some injustice done 

to the views of Friar Paul.’
1046

 To call Paul Christian’s approach ‘amateurish’ is a conclusion 

mainly based on the way his argumentation and knowledge of rabbinic literature was 

presented by Nahmanides. The rabbi, writing for a Jewish audience, understandably intends to 

portray his opponent and his arguments as strongly deficient. I suspect that several of Paul’s 

arguments were grossly simplified in the Hebrew account. In the next chapter, I hope to show 

this from the discussion around the seventy weeks prophecy of Dan 9:24-27.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

 

 

THE ADVENT OF THE MESSIAH: DANIEL 9:24-27 

 

 

 
The apologetic method employed by Paul Christian and Raymond Martin was marked by ‘a 

technique of combining key biblical verses with their rabbinic exposition in order to elicit 

Christian verities.’
1047

 The case study presented in the previous chapter showed, however, that 

Raymond refined Paul’s approach on a few important points, a conclusion that was drawn 

before by Robert Chazan. Whereas Paul adduced rabbinic statements related to the birth and 

appearance of the Messiah in order to show that at least parts of Jewish tradition 

acknowledged that the Messiah had already come, Raymond focused more on the date of 

Jesus’ appearance. As a consequence, Raymond discredited rabbinic materials which Paul 

apparently thought to be useful. Raymond decided to use only those rabbinic statements that 

suited his own exegetical conclusions from Hebrew Scripture. The rest belonged to ‘the 

innumerable absurdities which [the Talmud] contains’.
1048

 Chazan rightly notes that the 

foundation for distinguishing between valuable and invaluable rabbinic material was laid by 

Raymond in his broad stance on rabbinic literature, presented in the prologue to the Pugio.
1049

 

He raised up the valuable parts ‘like pearls out of an enormous dunghill’.
1050

 From the same 

prologue to the Pugio we learn that auctoritates from Hebrew Scripture are the prima et 

principalis of Raymond’s material. The truth of rabbinic statements is measured along the 

veritas hebraica, that is, the Christian truth derived from Hebrew Scripture. By judging 

rabbinic material more strictly along the lines of Christian exegetical conclusions regarding 

the question about the advent of the Messiah, and by a stronger focus on dating this advent in 

the period of Jesus’ appearance, Raymond seems to have been more preoccupied with the 

reading of Hebrew Scripture than Paul Christian was.
1051

 But Paul adduced several biblical 

passages as well, including two key passages concerning the advent of the Messiah: Gen 

49:10 and Dan 9:24-27.
1052

  

I have several reasons to use Raymond’s argumentation on Dan 9:24-27 as an object of my 

research, and I will, for the moment, leave out Gen 49:10. My reason to omit Gen 49:10 is 

that Robert Chazan already made a detailed analysis of the way the verse was discussed in the 

Hebrew account of the Barcelona Disputation and further elaborated in the Pugio.
1053

 The 

Capistrum was not part of his analysis, as I noted before. It certainly would have been 

interesting to examine Raymond’s argumentation on Gen 49:10 in the Capistrum, both in 

view of his reception of the Disputation and the development of his argumentation towards 

the Pugio. But I prefer to leave this for another occasion.  

One reason to focus here on Dan 9:24-27 is that an analysis of the discussion about this 

passage in the Hebrew account and the role it plays in Raymond’s work has not been 

                                                 
1047

 Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 299.   
1048

 PF, prol., n.5 (3).   
1049

  Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 301.  
1050

 PF, prol., n. 4 (3).   
1051

 Again, ‘seems to have been’, since it is difficult to trace Paul’s true argumentation from Nahmanides’s 

acoount of the Disputation, as I intend to make clear in the present chapter.    
1052

 Other biblical passages adduced by Paul regarded the following points of discussion: suffering and death of 

the Messiah (Is 52:13); aspects of his work and appearance (Ps 72:8, Jer 31:33, Isa 2:4, 11:9, 47:6), his divinity 

(Ps 110, Isa 11.1, Gen 28.1, Lev 26.12, Gen 1.2). In the Capistrum and the Pugio each of these passages return.   
1053

 Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 294-299; id., Daggers of Faith, 121-124.  
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undertaken yet, as far as I know.
1054

 Further, like Gen 49:10, Dan 9:24-27 is a major biblical 

key-text in both the Capistrum and the Pugio. This is understandable since the book of Daniel 

(and this passage in particular) raises the issue of messianic redemption, although in highly 

cryptic terms, which is the central point of discussion between Christianity and Judaism. Dan 

9:24-27 deserves our special attention, since it occupies the first place in the Pugio’s 

argumentation that the Messiah must have already come (PF II, c. 3).
1055

 Furthermore, in ms. 

P of the Capistrum, Raymond’s argumentation concerning the pericope shows a rather drastic 

revision of the argumentation in ms. B.
1056

 The manuscripts of the Pugio show two different 

versions of the proof as well: ms. Gen has an extra chapter in part II (c. 16), embellishing 

upon material from part II, c. 3, n. 7.
1057

 Thus, the Capistrum and the Pugio provide us with 

four different versions of Raymond’s argumentation concerning Dan 9:24-27. Apparently, 

Raymond seriously struggled with it, which makes it an interesting case study for an 

examination of development of argumentation and sources in his work.  

Finally, Paul Christian’s argumentation concerning Dan 9:24-27, as it was submitted by 

Nahmanides in his Hebrew account, is very poor. After Nahmanides counters Paul’s initial 

statements on the pericope there is no further discussion. Only the rabbi’s argumentation is 

presented. Paul is portrayed here as fully unqualified for his task. It is one of the moments in 

the Hebrew account, where I felt dissatisfied as a reader. I did not trust the picture that 

Nahmanides here presented of his adversary. By exploring the argumentation on Dan 9:24-27 

in the Capistrum and the Pugio we might find traces of the discussion between Paul and 

Nahmanides on the pericope. After all, as was shown in the previous chapter, Raymond’s 

writings clearly display a reception of the Barcelona Disputation.
1058

 Dan 9:24-27 was also 

discussed during the Second Disputation of Paris (ca. 1269). I will show that Paul’s 

argumentation, as it was rendered in the Hebrew report of this disputation, provides us with 

additional facts about his argumentation a few years earlier in Barcelona.  

I have structured this chapter as follows. After having started with Raymond’s own Latin 

translation of Dan 9:24-27, and a short sketch of the importance of the pericope for Christian 

exegetes, I will evaluate Paul Christian’s statements on Dan 9:24-27, as rendered by 

Nahmanides in his Hebrew account of the Disputation. I will do this in relation to some 

traditional Christian conclusions on the passage and Peter Alfonsi’s explanation of the 

passage. Alfonsi was an auctor for the Dominicans, an authority to be read and quoted. 

Reading him was recommended in the 1250s by the Dominican master-general Humbert of 

Romans.
1059

 Since Alfonsi was a convert from Judaism, as Paul Christian was, and since his 

                                                 
1054

 As to Daniel’s seventy weeks prophecy, Robert Chazan recently surveyed Jewish twelfth- and thirteenth-

century polemical responses to the medieval Christian exegesis of the passage, but he did not discuss Raymond 

Martin’s argumentation; R. Chazan, Fashioning Jewish Identity in Medieval Western Christendom, Cambridge 

2004, 143-161.   
1055

 In the Capistrum, Dan 9:24-27 occupies the third place (r. 4), after Gen 49:10 (r. 2) and Dan 2:31-35 (r. 3).   
1056

 CI I, r. 4, n.10 (138-140), ns. 18-31 (150-192),   
1057

 See Chapter Two, p. 62. 
1058

 If it had been more elaborate, it might have been interesting to include Raymond’s explanation of Dan 9:24-

27 in the Explanatio as well. Since the Explanatio was written five years before the Disputation, it might have 

given us additional information of how the Disputation influenced Raymond’s argumentation. But he  hardly 

sets up a reading of Dan 9:24-27 in the Explanatio. After giving the passage in Latin translation (in a Vulgate 

version), he makes three statements: (1) The weeks are weeks of years; (2) the seventy weeks were completed 

long ago, ‘as is shown by the histories of the Kings that reigned from that time [of Daniel’s prophecy] until 

Christ; (3) and since the weeks are fulfilled, vision, prophecy, and sacrifice were closed, as in Raymond’s view 

v. 24 expresses – he argues then that since after Christ there is no prophecy anymore, it is impossible that 

Mohammed was a prophet. See ESA, a. 3 (473).  
1059

 In his De predicatione crucis contra Saracenos (‘On Preaching the Cross against the Saracens’), Humbert 

recommends to read Alfonsi’s Dialogi, alongside the Qur’an; Humbert of Romans, Liber de predicatione 

sanctae crucis (ed. K. Jensen, Kopenhagen 2007, web edition), c. 29: ‘Item scientia de origine et vita 
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Dialogi were a theological reflection in the form of a dialogue with a Jew (Paul against 

Moses, his previous self), it is all the more likely that Paul examined him carefully. Thus, a 

close reading of Alfonsi’s exegesis of Dan 9:24-27 may give us a clue to the aporia we 

observe in Nahmanides’s reproduction of Paul’s argument on this pericope. After presenting 

Alfonsi’s exegesis, I will compare Paul’s statements on the pericope during the Barcelona 

disputation with those during the Second Disputation of Paris. After that I will deal with the 

Capistrum and the Pugio. The historical sources suggest that Raymond and Paul cooperated 

intensively in the close aftermath of the Disputation of Barcelona and perhaps even during the 

Second Disputation of Paris.
1060

 The Capistrum was finished only four years after the 

Disputation of Barcelona. The fourth ratio, which explains Dan 9:24-27 and refutes the 

computations made in rabbinic literature regarding the seventy weeks, as well as the revisions 

of it which follow in later versions of the work and in the Pugio, are extensive and detailed in 

their argumentation. This makes these texts an important key to the real purport of Friar 

Paul’s argument, as well as an indication of how Raymond’s argumentation against the Jews 

evolved.  

The material which I discuss in this chapter will probably surprise modern readers and 

make them smile at Raymond’s intense focus on calculating from Old Testament prophecies 

and Hebrew Scripture the exact date of Christ’s advent. But this focus shows how important 

Raymond considered Dan 9:24-27 to be in the discussion with Judaism. Leading Jewish 

scholars, like Saadia Gaon, Rashi and Nahmanides, made calculations about the advent of the 

Messiah on the basis of the book of Daniel, and one of their goals was ‘combatting known 

Christian readings of this important text.’
1061

 In order not to evoke the image that computation 

of dates was Raymond’s main business, it should be stressed that for him the messianic proof 

was much more than that. His exegesis of Dan 9:24-27 was an important starting point and 

certainly a preliminary he thought to be necessary, but his messianic proof consisted of many 

other issues, like the motivum incarnationis, the divinity and humanity of Christ, the suffering 

and crucifixion, and the characterization of the messianic time by a strong emphasis on the 

efficacy of Christ’s Spirit.  

 

 

 

1. Raymond Martin’s Translation of Dan 9:24-27 

 

Instead of following the Vulgate, as he still did in the Explanatio, Raymond produced his 

own, literal translations from Hebrew Scripture in the Capistrum and the Pugio. In Chapter 

Five I discussed his apologetic and theological reasons for this. Since his exegesis was based 

on his own translation, it is important to have it near at hand when we examine his 

argumentation. Therefore, I will start this chapter with my English translation of the Latin 

translation of Dan 9:24-27 as we find it in the Pugio.
1062

 Raymond left four Hebrew words 

                                                                                                                                                         
Machometi, quia contra eum et legem suam oportet multotiens loqui, de his autem habetur in alcorano et in 

libello Petri Alfonsi  contra iudeos et in aliis scriptis multis.’ 
1060

 See Chapter One, Section Four. 
1061

 Chazan, ‘Rashi’s Commentary on the Book of Daniel. Messianic Speculation and Polemical Argumentation’, 

in: G. Dahan e.a. (eds.), Rashi et la culture juive en France du nord au Moyen Age, Paris 1997, 111-121, esp. 

112 ; see also id., ‘Daniel 9:24-27. Exegesis and Polemics’, in: O. Limor, G. Stroumsa (eds.), Contra Iudaeos. 

Ancient and Medieval Polemics between Christians and Jews, Tübingen 1996, 143-159.  
1062

 The Latin translation of Dan 9:24-27 in the Capistrum (I, r. 4, 126-128) deviates at minor points from the 

one in the Pugio. For the Latin text in the Pugio, see the next note. There are changes of word choice (e.g. urbs-

civitas; donec-usque ad; fortificabitur-confirmabit; sacrificium-decollationem); there are (alternative) words 

added (e.g. in raptu-in impetu, vel raptu; conflabitur ipsa-conflabitur ipsa, sive liquescet; in angustia temporum-

in angustia ipsorum temporum; deficiet-irritabit, vel frustrabitur, vel cassabit); in the Pugio the Hebrew word 
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untranslated: נגיד (nagid), יכרת משיח (jikkaret mashiaḥ), נגיד הבא (nagid habba), and ברית 

(berit). Obviously he considered these to be critical, which is confirmed by his exegesis of the 

passage:  

 
[24] Seventy weeks have been decided regarding your people and the city of your Sanctuary, in 

order to extinguish guilt, to seal (or to finish) error, to restrain sin, to usher in (or to come to make) 

everlasting justice, to seal (or complete) vision and prophecy, and to anoint the Sanctuary of 

Sanctuaries. [25] Know then and understand, from the moment that the word went forth to restore 

and rebuild Jerusalem until the mashiaḥ nagid [anointed prince], [there are] seven weeks and 

sixty-two weeks; she will be restored and rebuilt with streets and conduits, [26] in the anguish of 

these times. After these sixty-two weeks jikkaret mashiaḥ [an/the anointed will be removed], and 

no one takes his part. The people of a nagid habbo [invading prince] will destroy the city and 

Sanctuary and his end [will be] in turbulence (or rashly); desolation is determined until the end of 

the war. [27] There will be confirmed a berit [covenant] with many [people] for one week and in 

the middle of his week the decapitation and sacrifice will be made invalid (or frustrated, or 

stopped). Over the altar [will be] the desolation of abominations, but until the end and the 

determined time, she [i.e. the berit] will be poured out over [this] desolation.
1063

  

 

 

 

2. The Importance of Dan 9:24-27  

 

It is easy to understand why Dan 9:24-27 was so commonly adduced by Christian apologists 

and polemicists as evidence for the claim that Jesus was the predicted Messiah. The pericope 

gives the impression of being a direct prophetic message, embodied within a straightforward 

chronological scheme.
1064

 Moreover, it seems to be a clear messianic message, since the noun 

 is used two times in the verse 25 and 26, preceded by the (’mashiaḥ, ‘anointed one) משיח

infinitive of the verb משח (mashaḥ, ‘to anoint’) in verse 24. The impression that what we have 

here is a prophecy on the advent of the Messiah is strengthened by the announcement of a 

holy time of peace, justice and purity in the same verse. The pericope further speaks about an 

initial rebuilding of Jerusalem and a later destruction of the city and its sanctuary, making it 

suitable as a reference to the Second Temple period and its destruction by Emperor Titus in 

70 CE.  

                                                                                                                                                         
we’en lo is left out. Further, whereas the Capistrum only transcribes the three Hebrew words which are 

questioned later on in the argument - nagid, jikkaret mashiaḥ and berit -, the Pugio gives these words also in 

Hebrew characters. Finally, unlike the Capistrum, the Pugio emphasizes also the second appearance of the word 

nagid in the text by rendering it in Hebrew: נגיד הבא, nagid habba (the Pugio transcribes: habbo), ‘an invading 

prince’ (v. 26). None of these examples represent important changes in the argument, but prove again that in the 

Pugio Raymond strives for perfection and comprehensiveness.  
1063

 My English translation of Raymond Martin’s Latin translation of the passage. PF II, c. 3, n. 1 (269-270): 

‘Septenae septuaginta praecisae sunt super populum tuum, et super urbem Sanctuarii tui ad consummandam 

culpam, et ad sigillandum, vel finiendum erratum, et ad parcendum peccatum, et ad adducendum, sive venire 

faciendum justitiam seculorum, et ad sigillandum, sive complendum visionem, ac Prophetiam: et ad ungendum 

Sanctuarium Sanctuariorum. Et scito et intellige ab exitu verbi ad revertendum, et ad aedificandum Jerusalem 

usque ad Messiam נגיד nagid septenae septem; et septenae sexaginta duae: revertetur ipsa, et aedificabitur platea, 

et fossatum, et in angustia ipsorum temporum; et post ipsas sexaginta duas septenas יכרת משיח Jikkaret Maschiaḥ 

et non ei. Et civitatem, et Sanctuarium dissipabit populus נגיד הבא nagid habbo, et finis ejus in impetu, vel raptu: 

et usque ad finem bellum, vel belli praecisa desolatio. Et confirmabit ברית berith multis septena una, et medium 

septenae ipsius irritabit, vel frustrabitur, vel cassabit decollationem, et oblationem, et super ala abominationum 

desolatus, et usque ad finem, et praefinitionem conflabitur ipsa, sive liquescet super desolatione.’  
1064

 See Chazan, Fashioning Jewish Identity, 148. For remarks on the place of Dan 9:24-27 in the whole of the 

book of Daniel and its relation to Daniel’s other visions, see ibid., 144-148. 
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The main challenge for Christian exegetes was to explain the different numbers of ‘weeks’ 

that are used (70, 7, 62, 1 and ½) and to do this in such a way that the dating corresponds to 

the years of Jesus’ appearance. Of course these exegetes were inspired by the fact that Jesus 

quotes from this passage in the gospels of Mark and Matthew, while he sits on the Mount of 

Olives in front of the Temple and informs his disciples about the time of the great distress and 

the events and signs which will be accompanying it, among which the destruction of the 

Second Temple.
1065

 Besides, Jesus portrays himself here as the Messiah.
1066

  

These facts together explain the importance of Dan 9:24-27 in traditional Christian exegesis 

and Jewish-Christian debate.
1067

 According to William Adler, a retrospective messianic or 

historical treatment came to dominate the Christian interpretation of Dan 9:24-27 from the 

third century on, at the expense of an eschatological or teleological treatment. This led to an 

intensification of conflict with the prevailing non-messianic exegesis of the passage in post-70 

Judaism. Thus, important commentators, such as Jerome and Eusebius, displayed a polemical 

anti-Jewish flavour. Moreover, the Christian exegesis of the passage became ‘for the most 

part the province of historians and chronographers. Valuing the passage mainly as a source of 

objective chronological and historical information about the past, their exposition sometimes 

tends to an almost compulsive over-refinement.’ Adler presents Julius Africanus (ca. 160-

240) as an example of this last tendency.
1068

 Medieval Christian exegetes were convinced that 

this passage in particular provided the historical scheme which befitted the years of Jesus’ 

appearance exactly.
1069

 We will see that Raymond is one of them.  

Interestingly, Raymond advances an additional reason to grant the book of Daniel a central 

place in discussions with Jews. Knowing that rabbinic Judaism does not call Daniel a prophet 

in the strict sense, he draws a statement from BT Meg (3a) which makes clear that some 

rabbis considered Daniel superior to the prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi:  

 
“And I, Daniel, alone saw the vision; but the men that were with me did not see the vision; 

nevertheless a great terror fell upon them, so that they fled to hide themselves.” [Dan 10:7] Who 

were these ‘men’? R. Jeremiah – or some say, R. Hiyya b. Abba – said: These were Haggai, 

Zechariah, and Malachi. They were superior to him [in one way], and he was superior to them [in 

another]. They were superior to him, because they were prophets and he was not a prophet. He was 

superior to them, because he saw [on this occasion] and they did not see.
 1070

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1065

 Jesus quotes the ‘desolation of abominations’ from verse 27; see Matt 24:15 and Mark 13: 14.   
1066

 See esp. Matt 24:3-5; Mark 13:5-6. 
1067

 Useful literature on the ancient and medieval exegesis of Daniel 9 is: R. Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9 and the Date of 

the Messiah’s Coming in Essene, Pharasaic, Zealot, and Early Christian Computation’, RQ 40 (1981), 521-542; 

W. Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey of History Adapted by Christians. Daniel’s Prophecy of 70 Weeks’, in: J. 

VanderKam, W. Adler (eds.), The Jewish Apocalyptic Heritage in Early Christianity, Assen 1996, 201-238; 

Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 143-159.        
1068

 Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 220-222. 
1069

 See Chazan, Fashioning Jewish Identity, 151.  
1070

 BT Meg (3a); cfr. BT Sanh (93b); PF II, c. 3, n. 3 (270): ‘Ad primum ergo dicendum quod licet Daniel a 

Judaeis non dicatur Propheta; major tamen communiter reputatur ab eis, quam multi ex Prophetis; ut in Capistro 

ipsorum probatum est per Talmud’; see also CI I, r. 4, n. 37 (198-200). See Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 

446. Tellingly, Raymond decides not to quote the More Nevukim, II, c. 45, where Maimonides acknowledges 

that Daniel is called a prophet ‘in a general way’, like the authors of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Psalms, Ruth, and 

Esther are, but argues why Daniel’s visions were of a lower grade of prophecy than those of the ‘official’ 

prophets, so that the Jewish Sages did not put him among the books of Prophets.     
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3. Dan 9:24-27 in the Hebrew Account of the Disputation of Barcelona 

 

The Latin account of the Barcelona Disputation states that Nahmanides was attacked with 

several biblical texts, but it does not mention Dan 9:24-27.
1071

 In view of its importance in 

Christian apologetics, however, and the fact that it is present in the Hebrew account, the 

pericope was almost certainly adduced by Friar Paul.
1072

 In the Hebrew account, Paul 

Christian starts his argument by citing verse 24, whereupon he states three things: The seventy 

weeks refer to seventy ‘weeks of years’; these four hundred ninety years were the seventy of 

the Babylonian Exile and the four hundred twenty of the Second Temple period; the anointing 

of the קדש קדשים, kodesh kadashim (‘most holy one’) at the end of the verse refers to 

Jesus.1073 Nahmanides takes the first two contentions for granted. These reflect the common 

Jewish interpretation of the seventy weeks.
1074

 As to the third contention, he counters that 

Jesus was born long before the destruction of the Second Temple, so how could he ever have 

been the ‘most holy one’?
1075

  

Thus, Nahmanides apparently understands Paul to claim that the ‘most holy one’ appeared 

at the end the seventy weeks, that is, when the Second Temple was destroyed. The Hebrew 

account seems to submit a discussion here similar to the case of the aggadot on the birth of the 

Messiah at the day of the Temple destruction, which I discussed in the previous chapter. 

There as well, Paul was only interested in proving that the Messiah had already come and not 

in matching this with the years of Jesus’ appearance. Unfortunately Paul does not counter 

Nahmanides’s refutation at all in the Hebrew account, so that we cannot be sure whether he 

indeed followed his earlier strategy. Paul only admits that Jesus was born long before the 

destruction of the Second Temple and moves on to verse 25, claiming that the משיח נגיד, 

mashiaḥ nagid (‘the anointed prince’) of this verse refers to Jesus. Nahmanides counters that 

according to the verse the mashiaḥ nagid will come after seven weeks (49 years), which 

excludes the identification with Jesus, who was born many several centuries later. It must 

refer to Zerubbabel, who moved back to Jerusalem seven weeks after the beginning of the 

Babylonian Exile.
1076

 Paul is silenced again and only asks how Zerubbabel could have been 

                                                 
1071

 Baer (ed.), 186: ‘Fuit ei evidenter probatum tam per auctoritates legis et prophetarum quam per Talmuth, 

quod Christus in veritate venerat, sicut credunt et predicant Christiani.’  
1072

 In the Hebrew account the argument on Dan 9:24-27 can be found in: Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 312; Maccoby 

(trans.), 123-127; Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 183-192.    
1073

 Both in the Capistrum and the Pugio, Raymond Martin translates: ‘sanctuarium sanctuariorum’; see above, 

note 1063.   
1074

 Rashi, for example; see Chazan, ‘Rashi’s Commentary’, 117. The point of departure for the medieval rabbis 

was usually Seder Olam Rabbah (ch. 28), a history chronicle attributed to the second-century Tannait Jose ben 

Chalafta; Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 183. Rabbi Jose claims: ‘From the time the First 

Temple was destroyed until the Second Temple was destroyed there are seventy weeks: seventy years for its 

destruction and four hundred and twenty years for the duration of its existence.’  
1075

 In Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, Nahmanides gives his interpretation of Daniel’s seventy weeks prophecy in  extension; 

see Chavel (ed), vol. 1, 281-287; id. (trans.), 609-627. In his introduction to the edition of the Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, 

Chavel maintains that the work probably was written in 1263, as part of the Rabbi’s preparation for the 

Disputation; see Chavel (trans.), 555-557. Chazan contends that Nahmanides elaborated in the Sefer ha-Ge’ulah 

‘the limited case that he had earlier developed into a more thorough argument for dating the messianic advent’; 

see Chazan, Barcelona and Beyond, 231-232, n. 1. 
1076

 For Zerubbabel and Joshua as leaders of the remigrants and the rebuilding of the Temple, see for example 

Ezra 2:2; 3:2,8; 4:2; 5:2; Neh 7:7, 12:1; Zech 4:9. In Hag. 1:1 – 2:9, Zerubbabel, son of Shealtiel, is called three 

times the פחת יהודה (paḥat yehudah), ‘governor of Judah’. Jeshua, son of the priest Jozadak, is called there  

 the high priest’ (see also Zech 3:1, 6:11). In Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, Nahmanides‘ (ha-kohen ha-gadol) הכהן הגדול

recalls Rashi’s opinion that Cyrus was the first mashiaḥ of Dan 9:25 (basing himself on Is. 45:1), but he repeats 

his opinion of the Hebrew account that it was Zerubbabel; see Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 282; id. (trans.), 612: ‘The 

anointed prince, in the opinion of Rabbeinu Shlomo [Rashi] is Cyrus, who sent the exiles back [to the Land]. In 

my opinion, [the anointed prince] is Sheshbazzar, the prince of Judah (Ezra 1:8), under whose command the 

King [Cyrus] sent them; he is synonymous with Zerubbabel.’ On the question whether the identification of the 
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called mashiaḥ, ‘anointed one’. This question was grist to Nahmanides’s mill. He recalls that 

Scripture calls Cyrus mashiaḥ, and even Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
1077

 Zerubbabel was 

called ‘prince’ because his ‘kingdom would not be exalted, though he himself would be 

honoured and exalted among his own people; similarly, we have “The princes of the peoples 

will be gathered to the people of the God of Abraham” (Ps 47:10)’.
1078

  

Something strange is happening here. Should we seriously believe that Paul stated that the 

‘most holy one’ and the ‘anointed prince’ are Jesus, and that he simply waved aside 

Nahmanides’s objections without clarifying his position? Pieces of Paul’s argument seem to 

be lacking here. I will return to this in the following sections and propose which 

counterarguments Paul possibly may have given here.      

   Nahmanides’s next move is surprising. He denies that Dan 9:24-27 is a prophesy on the 

advent of the Messiah. There is ‘no time set for the coming of the Messiah in this passage, or 

in any of the words of Daniel, except at the end of the book.’
1079

 With the end of the book he 

means Dan 12:11-12:  
 

[11] From the time when the regular burnt-offering is abolished and the abomination of 

desolation is set up, there shall be one thousand two hundred and ninety days. [12] Happy the 

man who waits and lives to see the completion of one thousand three hundred and thirty-five 

days.  

 

The rabbi gives the following explanation of these verses. The first part of verse 11 refers to 

the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans, who are identified as the שקוץ שמם 

(shikuz shomem, ‘abomination of desolation’). The days signify years. The Messiah will come 

1290 years after the destruction of the Temple. He will annihilate the ‘abomination of 

desolation’, gather the exiles, and bring them back to the Land of Israel. This will take 45 

years, in close analogy with the 40 years in which Moses led Israel to the Land.
1080

 Since the 

time of the destruction, 1195 years have passed (the Disputation of Barcelona took place in 

1263 CE).
1081

 It was predicted, thus, that the Messiah will come in 1358 CE.
1082

 Nahmanides 

                                                                                                                                                         
Messiah prince with Zerubbabel goes back on a Jewish or perhaps a Christian tradition, see Mutius, Die 

Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 189-190. Nahmanides’s statement that Zerubbabel ‘came at the time of 

the seven weeks, as can be seen clearly from Scripture’ (trans. Maccoby, 124-125) is probably based on Seder 

Olam Rabbah 27:8, which gives the number of fifty-two years after the destruction of the First Temple; 

Maccoby, Judaism on Trial, 124, note below the page; Maccoby refers as well to BT Shab (145b) and BT Yoma 

(54a).        
1077

 As to Cyrus, see Is 45:1; as to the Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: the people of Israel as a whole are called משיחי 

(meshichai, ‘my anointed ones’) in Ps 105:15.   
1078

 See Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 313; Maccoby (trans.), 125. Maccoby notes that Nahmanides wants to explain here 

that the word ‘prince’ signifies a minor leader and thus cannot mean the Messiah. See ibid.  
1079

 Ibid. Chazan notes that in the fourth gate of Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, Nahmanides points to alternative hints in the 

book of Daniel regarding the date of the messianic advent: Dan 7:25, 8:14, 12:7; Chazan, Barcelona and 

Beyond, 156-157 (see also 157, n. 45); Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 287-289; id. (trans.), 628-630.  
1080

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 313-314; Maccoby (trans.), 125-127. Again, Sefer ha-Ge’ulah is more elaborated. 

Nahmanides explains there that the Messiah, appearing 1290 years after the destruction of the Second Temple, 

will be the Messiah ben Joseph. He will destroy Rome but be killed after 40 years in the battle of Gog and 

Magog. Then the Messiah ben David will appear and complete the redemption; see Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 290-

291; Chavel (trans.), 636-638. I agree with Maccoby that Nahmanides probably did not mention the Messiah ben 

Joseph during the Disputation because he did not want to give the friars the opportunity to explain it as a 

confirmation of the suffering of the Messiah; see Maccoby, Judaism on Trial, 127, note below page. Raymond 

Martin would indeed discuss the issue of the Messiah ben Joseph and the Messiah ben David, both in the 

Capistrum and the Pugio; see Chapter Two, p. 68; Chapter Twelve, p. 331.    
1081

 Nahmanides takes 68 CE as the date of the destruction.  
1082

 Cfr. Rashi, who calculates the advent of the Messiah in 1352. The difference of six years is caused by the 

fact that for Rashi the terminus a quo here is not the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans in 68 CE, 

but the abolishment of the regular offering six years prior, in 62 CE; see Chazan, ‘Rashi’s Commentary’, 115.    
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concludes that, ‘we may expect, then, that the Redeemer will come at that time, for this 

interpretation is firm, fitting and easy to believe.’
1083

 

In response to this, Paul adduces a midrash, probably the one used by Nahmanides when he 

compares the hiding period of the Messiah to that of Moses before he acted against the 

pharaoh.
1084

 This midrash seems to show that the rabbis understood the term ‘day’ as a day 

here and not as a year. Nahmanides replies that the midrash chose the ‘language of the 

Scriptural passage’, as the rabbis say.
1085

 The discussion ends with a controversy on the 

biblical meaning of the word יום (yom, ‘day’)
1086

, in which the Dominican friar Arnold of 

Segarra surprisingly takes side with Nahmanides, by noting that in his commentary on Dan 

12:11-12, Jerome also presents a non-literal interpretation of the word ימים (yamim, ‘days’), 

when he says that it means ‘the ages of the people’. Nahmanides rejoices in Friar Arnold’s 

words, but not without remarking that in his opinion these ages are really years and that there 

is nothing strange about it, since people sometimes say ‘many days have passed’, when they 

mean many years. The intention of the scene is obvious. Friar Paul slinks off, silenced, 

defeated, even let down by a superior, Friar Arnold.
1087

  

But Nahmanides was wrong here. In his commentary on Daniel, Jerome understood the 

days of Dan 12:11-12 as literal days.
1088

 The rabbi either misunderstood Friar Arnold, or 

distorted his statement afterwards. The Christian participants of the disputation knew 

Jerome’s commentary on Daniel probably well enough to tell Nahmanides that he made a 

mistake. Wisely Nahmanides omitted this scene from his Hebrew account. Now, the Hebrew 

report was never intended as an objective account of the Disputation. It was meant as an 

‘effective Jewish rebuttal to the new Christian argumentation’, written for a Jewish 

audience.
1089

 The discussion sketched above proves this clearly. It is very unlikely that an 

experienced missionary like Friar Paul, a Jewish convert and a specialist in the Jewish-

Christian debate, a man to whom the Dominicans entrusted the lead in a prestigious debate 

with the greatest rabbi in Aragon, would have rendered such a poor argument on an important 

biblical passage with such a rich Christian exegetical history. I assume that Paul brought 

forward more than Nahmanides reported here. The few statements he advanced on the Daniel 

pericope are not impossible, as  will become clear in the next pages, but the silence behind 

                                                 
1083

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 314; Maccoby (trans.), 127. In the fourth gate of the Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, Nahmanides 

elaborates his computation of the messianic advent and the end of the exile. He is a bit less secure there: ‘Our 

words regarding the end of the exile express only the plausible and the possible; we have no statement [to make] 

regarding which it is proper to declare that it is a true decree [in nature, and about which it can be] said with 

absolute certainty that it is so. We are not prophets to declare [the end] by [revealing] the secrets of G-d. Rather, 

we hope for the [designated] time that [the Messiah] will come, and [if the redemption does not materialize at 

the designated time], we shall continue to believe the general theme [of the future redemption]. Regarding the 

effort [we made] in our commentary to set in order the words and seasons [in the book of Daniel], we shall say 

“Perhaps it will be according to our words. Blessed be He who knows the truth.’ Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 290; id. 

(trans.), 636.  
1084

 Probably Song of Songs Rabbah (2:10); see Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 196, 206.  
1085

 Maccoby (trans.), 128; see esp. his note below the page.   
1086

 Both Maccoby and Mutius find Nahmanides’s argument, that Scripture can use the word yamim to mean 

‘years’, rather shaky. According to Maccoby there is no instance of the singular noun yom meaning ‘year’ or of 

the plural yamim meaning ‘years’. He rightly wonders why Nahmanides did not simply point back to Friar 

Paul’s own explanation of the word ‘week’ as a ‘week of years’ in Dan 9:24-27, which implicitly means that one 

day is taken as a year. He further notes that in Sefer ha-Ge’ulah, Nahmanides did not repeat his philological 

proof, but restricted himself to citing the authority of the Seder Olam Rabbah and Saadia Gaon for the 

symbolism of ‘days’ for ‘years’ in Daniel; Maccoby (trans.), 126, note below page; see also Mutius, Die 

Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 206, 208-209.     
1087

 For facts about Friar Arnold of Segarra, see Chapter One, esp. p. 26.  
1088

 Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 208; Maccoby (trans.), 126, note below page.  
1089

 See Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 152; id., Barcelona and Beyond, esp. 100-141; id., Daggers of Faith, 88-103.  
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these statements, the absence of further foundation, and the seeming incapability of Paul to 

discuss the matter with the rabbi, here makes his role implausible.  

  

   

 

4. Earlier Christian Exegesis of Dan 9:24-27  

 

Paul’s conclusions regarding Dan 9:24-27 were fourfold: 1) the seventy weeks (v. 24) are 

weeks of years and thus signify 490 years; 2) these years involve the seventy years of the 

Babylonian exile and the 420 years of the existence of the Second Temple; 3) Jesus was the 

‘most holy one’ (end of v. 24); 4) Jesus was the ‘anointed prince’ (v. 25).
1090

 Considered from 

the history of patristic exegesis only the second point is surprising. That the weeks were 

weeks of years was generally accepted among the Christian Fathers; that Jesus was identified 

as ‘the ‘most holy one’ and the ‘anointed prince’ was a common feature as well, even though 

certain strands in early Christian exegesis pointed to Joshua as the ‘anointed prince’, the 

companion of Zerubbabel and the first high priest of the Second Temple. Paul’s statement, 

however, that the 490 years included the periods of the Babylonian exile and the existence of 

the Second Temple was, as Robert Chazan concludes, an ‘innovative Christian reading’.
1091

 

Truly innovative, but only with regard to the terminus a quo, which Christian exegesis never 

determined at the beginning of the Babylonian exile.
1092

 As to the terminus ad quem, there 

were already early Christian exegetes who concurred with the mainstream Jewish 

interpretation and determined the destruction of the Second Temple as the end of the seventy 

weeks.
1093

 Peter Alfonsi, for example, would adopt this position in the Middle Ages.
1094

  

Peter Alfonsi followed the common Jewish position on still another point. Like Rashi he 

claimed that the ‘anointed prince’ was Cyrus.
1095

 Paul Christian did not, though he could have 

done so, since it was not an uncommon Christian conclusion. Authoritative Christian Fathers, 

such as Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150-ca. 215), Hippolytus of Rome (ca. 170-ca. 236), and 

Eusebius of Caesarea (ca. 260-ca. 340) had proposed the possibility. ‘They are the first 

                                                 
1090

 In the present and the following sections several interpretations of Dan 9:24-27 will pass. The differences are 

often small and subtle, especially between the Christian interpretations. In order to prevent that the innocent 

reader will lose his way in all these facts and subtleties, I have made a table in which different text elements of  

Dan 9:24-27 are itemized together with the different interpretations of these element. See Appendix Four.     
  

1091
 Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 153.  

1092
 The determination of the terminus a quo depended on the interpretation of the words in Dan 9:25: ‘Know 

then and understand: from the moment that the word went forth to restore and rebuild Jerusalem [...]’ One 

interpretation concluded that this must be the moment the prophecy was spoken to Daniel, that is, in the first 

year of Darius the Mede (see Dan 9:1), of whom the historical identity is unknown until now. So, for example, 

Tertullian (ca. 160-ca. 225) and Hippolytus (ca. 170-ca. 236); see Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9’, 539-540; Adler, ‘The 

Apocalyptic Survey’, 226. In the Middle Ages, Peter Alfonsi would follow this interpretation. Other 

interpretations concluded that the sentence must refer to the time that a promulgation went forth to rebuild the 

city (and Temple). Some Christian advocates of this interpretation pointed to the edict of Cyrus (559 BCE), 

which orders the rebuilding of the Temple in Jerusalem (see Ezra 1:1-2; 6:3). So, for example, Clement of 

Alexandria (c. 150-c. 215); see Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 224. According to Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9’, 539-

540, Clement begins the seventy weeks in the second year of Darius I (520 BCE), when the edict of Ezra was 

renewed (see Ezra 6). Others exegetes said that the terminus a quo must be the twentieth year of Artaxerxes I 

(444 BCE), when Nehemiah was allowed to restart the building of city and Temple (see Neh. 1-2). So, for 

example, Julius Africanus (c. 160-c. 240). In the Middle Ages, the Venerable Bede would propagate the third 

position. According to Raymond Martin, the Church followed Bede here. See CI, r. 4, n. 6 (I, 132).   
1093

 For example, Tertullian in Adversus Iudaeos 8 and Clement of Alexandria in Stromata I, 21; 126, n. 3. See 

Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9’, 539-540; Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 224-225.  
1094

 See next section. 
1095

 For Rashi’s conclusion, see above, n. 1076.   
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Christian writers to maintain that the prophecy envisages two ‘anointed ones’, one after seven 

weeks and one after sixty-two weeks.’
1096

  

The distinction made in Dan 9:25 between seven and sixty-two weeks led to strongly 

opposing interpretations. Adler shows that differences between the old Greek translation and 

the Masoretic Hebrew text were part of the problem.
1097

 The old Greek translation deviated 

from Hebrew Scripture on many points. That was one of the reasons for the early Church to 

replace it with the Theodotion translation (ca. 150 AD). In its rendering of Dan 9:25, 

however, Theodotion still differed from the Masoretic text. The latter was read with a 

demarcation between the first seven weeks and the following sixty-two weeks: ‘From the 

moment that the word went forth […] until a messianic prince [there are] seven weeks; for 

sixty-two weeks she will remain restored and rebuilt with streets and conduits.’ The 

interpreters of the Greek text took the two numbers together: ‘From the moment that the word 

went forth […] until Christ the prince [there are] seven weeks and sixty-two weeks; she will 

be restored and rebuilt with streets and conduits’.
1098

 The Vulgate, the Syriac text and other 

Greek versions followed Theodotion in presenting the seven and sixty-two weeks as a single 

block of sixty-nine weeks, with the consequence that the ‘anointed ones’ of the vs. 25 and 26 

were understood as one person. Clement, Hippolytus, and Eusebius were the earliest and best-

known Christian exceptions to this interpretation.
1099

 

To conclude, when Paul Christian claimed that the mashiaḥ nagid, ‘the anointed prince’ 

referred to Jesus and Nahmanides answered that this was impossible, since Jesus ‘did not 

come after seven weeks, but after more than sixty weeks’, a classical opposition was perhaps 

at stake.
1100

 It seems that Paul took the numbers seven and sixty-two together, whereas 

Nahmanides read them separately. And after Nahmanides challenged Paul by saying ‘explain 

to me the whole scriptural passage, according to your theory, and I will return an answer’, I 

suppose he forgot to reproduce Paul’s theory and only wrote down his own answer.
1101

 For it 

is hard to believe that Paul did not bother to explain how his reading of the text made an 

identification of Jesus as the anointed prince possible. In the Hebrew account of the Second 

Disputation of Paris, six years later, we read how Paul in fact founded his statement that Jesus 

was the anointed prince. I will return to this after having examined Peter Alfonsi’s 

explanation of the passage and his possible influence on Paul Christian.    

 

 

 

5. Peter Alfonsi’s Exegesis of Dan 9:24-27  

 

The date of the advent of the Messiah is the subject of the ninth titulus in the Dialogi.
1102

 Dan 

9:24-27 is the second in a series of auctoritates submitted by Alfonsi on this point.
1103

 Gen 

                                                 
1096

 Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9’, 540; Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 206, 223ff. Beckwith only mentions Clement 

and Hippolytus, Adler adds Eusebius. Beckwith suggests that Clement and Hippolytus adopted the ‘Jewish’ 

interpretation on this point, not because they understood Hebrew, but since they lived in cities with large Jewish 

communities, so that this ‘new’ interpretation of a mashiaḥ operating after the first seven weeks came to their 

ears easily.  
1097

 Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 206, 223ff. 
1098

 Without exceptions as far as I know, modern translations follow the masoretic interpretation, i.e. they read 

the verse with a demarcation between seven and sixty-two. 
1099

 Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 223ff. 
1100

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 313; Maccoby (trans.), 124.   
1101

 Ibid.  
1102

 I will use the edition of K.-P. Mieth (ed.), Der Dialog des Petrus Alfonsi. Seine Überlieferung im Druck und 

in den Handschriften Textedition (PhD Diss.), Berlin 1982, 1-184. For the ninth titulus, see Mieth (ed.), 91-107. 

The English translations of Alfonsi cited at the following pages are drawn from I. Resnick , Peter Alfonsi. 

Dialogue against the Jews (trans. from the Latin and introduction), Washington 2006.   
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49:10 is, here as well, the first.
1104

 Alfonsi’s explanation of the passage from Daniel is well 

organized.
1105

 He starts with citing it.
1106

 After having said that this prophecy is obscure and 

difficult to understand, he claims that nevertheless all termini ‘were established in order to 

reveal the advent of Christ’ and that the weeks in the text are weeks of years.
1107

 He then 

determines the starting and closing time of the 490 years. According to Alfonsi, the terminus 

a quo is the year that the prophecy was spoken by Gabriel to Daniel, which according to 

Daniel’s own words is the first year of Darius, the son of Ahasuerus (Dan 9:1). The terminus 

ad quem is the destruction of city and Temple by Emperor Titus. Alfonsi states that when the 

Second Temple was destroyed, Christ had already come and the promises with which v. 24 

ends, were already fulfilled in him: ‘He was the saint of saints and the justice of the ages, 

through whom every sin and iniquity was abolished and the entire prophecy was fulfilled.’
1108

 

The information in the following verses is only expressed ‘with respect to the determination 

and division of these four hundred and ninety years.’
1109

  

   Alfonsi determines the termini as follows: the first seven weeks (49 years) enclose the time 

from the prophecy until Cyrus, who commanded that Jerusalem should be rebuilt. The next 

sixty-two weeks (434 years) enclose the period from the completion of the Second Temple’s 

rebuilding to Emperor Titus’s assault on Jerusalem. And the last week (7 years) are the seven 

years of the Roman siege of the city.
1110

 Two points in particular catch the eye in this 

interpretation. First, Alfonsi does not conceive the seventy weeks period as continuous. In 

order to make his computation conclusive, he smuggles in a break between Cyrus’s edict to 

rebuild city and Temple, and the completion of the building of Temple. Second, he reorders 

the crucial sentence ‘after sixty-two weeks Christ will be slain […] and the people with the 

leader that will come will destroy the city and the sanctuary’
1111

 into ‘after Christ is slain, the 

people – that is, the Romans – will destroy the city and the sanctuary.’
1112

 Thus Alfonsi can 

claim that the promises expressed in v. 24 were already fulfilled in Christ before the closing 

of the sixty-two weeks. Unfortunately he does not find it necessary to justify these creative 

moves.  

                                                                                                                                                         
1103

 Ibid., 91-93.  
1104

 Ibid., 91.  
1105

 For a survey of Alfonsi’s interpretation of the text, see Appendix Four.  
1106

 Mieth (ed.), 91-92: ‘Item in libro Danielis de tempore Christi adventus sic est angelus cum Daniele locutus: 

“Septuaginta ebdomadae constitutae sunt super populum tuum et super urbem sanctuarii tui, ut consummetur 

prevaricatio et finem accipiat peccatum et deleatur iniquitas et adducatur iusticia seculorum et impleatur visio et 

prophetiae et ungatur sanctus sanctorum. Scito ergo et animadverte: Ab exitu sermonis, ut iterum edificetur 

Ierusalem, usque ad Christum ducem aebdomadae septem et aebdomadae sexaginta duae erunt, et rursum 

aedificabitur platea et muri in angustia temporum. Et post aebdomadas sexaginta duas occidetur Christus, 

civitatem et sanctuarium dissipabit populus cum duce venturo, et finis eius vastitas, et post finem belli statuta 

desolatio. Confirmabit autem pactum multis aebdomada una, et in dimidio aebdomadis deficiet hostia et 

sacrificium, et in templo erit abhominatio desolationis, et usque ad consummationem et finem perseverabit 

desolatio.’ Unlike Raymond Martin, Alfonsi follows the Vulgate text, though with several departures from our 

modern editions.  
1107

 Ibid., 92 : ‘Prophetia sane ista, o Moyses, clausa est et ad intelligendum difficilis, et sunt ibi termini multi 

designata, sed tamen omnes ad ostendendum Christi adventum sunt positi.’  
1108

 Ibid.: ‘Cuius destructionis tempore iam Christus venerat, qui et iusticia seculorum et sanctorum sanctus erat, 

per quem etiam peccatum omne et iniquitas est deleta et prophetia omnis impleta.’  
1109

 Ibid.: ‘Cetera autem, quae sequuntur, omnia ad horum quadringentorum nonaginta divisionem et 

determinationem sunt posita.’   
1110

 Ibid., 93.  
1111

 Resnick’s English translation of Alfonsi’s quotation of v. 26 from the Vulgate; Resnick (trans.), 197.    
1112

 Mieth (ed.), 92-93: ‘Postquam occidetur Christus, “civitatem et sanctuarium dissipabit populus”, scilicet 

Romanus, “cum duce venturo”, id est cum Tyto, “et finis eius vastitas, et post finem belli statuta desolatio”.   
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Perhaps Alfonsi’s second solution is based on early Christian writers, such as Tertullian, 

who determined the end of the 490 years at the destruction of the Temple as well.
1113

 Another 

possibility is that he made use of a Jewish interpretation, interpreting the Hebrew prefix – ל

which precedes the six infinitive statements of v. 24 as ‘during which’. By doing this, the 

fulfilment of the promises becomes a part of the period of seventy weeks and as a result there 

is no problem in stating that the advent of Christ took place before the end of the period. 

Examples of such an interpretation can be found in Saadia Gaon’s commentary on Dan 9:24-

27 and his Sefer ha-Emunot ve ha-De’ot (‘Book of Beliefs and Opinions’).
1114

 Of course, 

Saadia did not intend to state that the Messiah had come before the destruction of the Second 

Temple. He was aware that his translation of the prefix forced him to avoid any messianic 

interpretation of the six infinitive statements in verse 24. Therefore, he interprets them as 

referring to ‘eras of prosperity and well-being as well as those of the abolition of Jewish self-

government and the functioning of the priesthood and the prophets’, all being embraced by 

the period of seventy weeks.
1115

  

Now, like Peter Alfonsi, Paul Christian stated that the terminus ad quem of the seventy 

weeks was the destruction of city and Temple. Is it possible that Paul argued along the 

Tertullian-Alfonsian line, or even more, that he adduced Saadia Gaon’s interpretation of the 

prefix –i hcihw ,noitatnemugra sih dettimo sedinamhaN ,os fI ?לs not entirely impossible, 

since a defence of translating the prefix – s’ibbar eht denekaew evah dluow ’gnirud‘ htiw ל

case, certainly when Saadia was advanced as a Jewish authority.  

   If Paul Christian was inspired by Peter Alfonsi on the point of the terminus ad quem, he 

clearly dismissed Alfonsi’s conclusions on two other points. Alfonsi, as we saw earlier, 

followed the common Jewish interpretation in stating that the mashiaḥ nagid of v. 25 was 

Cyrus, whereas Paul claimed that it was Jesus. Furthermore, Alfonsi’s terminus a quo also 

differs from that of Paul. According to Alfonsi, it is the moment that the word on the 

rebuilding of Jerusalem was spoken to Daniel (the first year of Darius the Mede; see Dan 9:1). 

The period between this word and the edict of Cyrus to rebuild city and Temple would then 

have been seven weeks, that is, forty nine years.
1116

 Paul, however, takes the beginning of the 

Babylonian exile as the terminus a quo. Again, we would have liked to have more details on 

this statement. Our reading of Raymond Martin in the following sections will shed more light 

on what Paul may have meant here.      

   To conclude, Peter Alfonsi tried to persuade his interlocutor Moses by giving him an 

explanation of the seventy weeks prophecy which fitted a common Jewish explanation of Dan 

9:24-27, and which, at the same time, concurred with early examples of Christian exegesis. If 

Paul Christian really dated the end of the 490 years at the destruction of the second Temple, 

as Nahmanides wants us to believe, it is possible that he was inspired by Alfonsi, and that he 
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 See above, n. 1093.    
1114

 See Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 146-159. Chazan describes the exegeses on Dan. 9:24-27 of  Saadia and 

Nahmanides. He shows the different translation these Rabbis give of the prefix -ל in verse 24 and points out their 

divergent interpretations of the verse. For Saadia, the infinitive phrases of verse 24 refer to events that took place 

during the seventy weeks. For Nahmanides, the infinitive phrases relate to events that would be set in motion by 

the seventy weeks. Nahmanides’s interpretation of the verse was influenced by the commentary of Rashi. For 

this latter point, see Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 158, n. 50.   
1115

 Saadia Gaon, The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, New Haven 1948 (trans. S. Rosenblatt), 320-321. Unlike 

Saadia, Nahmanides gives v. 24 a full messianic interpretation, including the expression of ‘the anointing of the 

most holy’, which according to Saadia refers not to a person , that is, the Messiah, but to a place, that is, the 

Temple.     
1116

 This line of reasoning was followed in early Christianity by Hippolytus in his commentary on Daniel 4:30.  

He argues that Daniel experienced the prophecy in the 21st year of the captivity. That means that there were 49 

years left to complete the 70 years predicted by Jeremiah. But according to Hippolytus not Cyrus, but Jeshua, the 

first high priest after the Babylonian exile (see Hag. 1:1–2:9), was the ‘anointed prince’. See Adler, ‘The 

Apocalyptic Survey’, 226.      



211 

 

even employed Alfonsi’s argument of the prefix – a saw ti ecnis erom eht lla ,לargumentum 

ab hoste, an argument used by Jews themselves. We will see, however, that Raymond Martin 

defended another terminus ad quem, a position more in accordance with the mainstream in 

traditional Christian exegesis. This means that either Nahmanides reproduced Paul’s position 

erroneously, or Raymond changed Paul’s argumentation on this point. The latter seems to 

have been the case, since Paul proposed the same terminus ad quem in his discussion with 

Rabbi Abraham b. R. Samuel during the Second Disputation of Paris around 1269.  

 

 

 

6. Paul’s Exegesis of Dan 9:24-27 in the Hebrew Account of the Second Disputation of 

Paris  

 

During the Second Disputation of Paris around 1269, Dan 9:24-27 was adduced as the second 

biblical proof text of the advent of the Messiah.
1117

 It was discussed after Jes 7:14, the passage 

on the prophesy regarding the young woman/virgin bearing a son who should be called 

Immanuel, also a classical Christian messianic text. Paul’s explanation on the seventy weeks 

prophesy in Paris, as it was rendered in the anonymous Hebrew account, sheds light on his 

unclear statements on the prophesy in Barcelona, as rendered in the Hebrew account by 

Nahmanides. In Paris he again claimed that the seventy weeks cover the periods of the 

Babylonian Exile (seventy years) and the Second Temple (four hundred and twenty years). 

However, a small but important difference attracts attention. Paul said: ‘You are counting the 

weeks of Exile in Babel […] and four hundred and twenty years of the Second Temple 

[…]’
1118

 The point here is the words: ‘you are counting […]’ This means that it was not 

necessarily Paul’s own claim, but an argumentum ab hoste adduced in order to create a 

common starting point, a strategy which we have already seen several times. In this case, he 

probably referred to Seder Olam Rabbah (ch. 28) or Rashi.
1119

 After this he made a surprising 

move. It proves to be the key to the solution of his unfounded statements in Barcelona that the 

‘anointing of the most holy’ (Dan 9:24) and the ‘anointed prince’ (Dan 9:25) refer to 

Jesus.
1120

  

In Paris, Paul argued that the period of the first seven weeks, at the end of which an 

anointed prince will appear (Dan 9:25), ought to be read as the last seven weeks of the 

prophesy. The last week, then, is the seven years after the destruction of the Second Temple, 

when Jerusalem was rebuilt, as mentioned in Dan 9:25, and the Romans made a treaty with 

the Jews, to which Dan 9:27 would refer. The preceding six weeks or forty-two years of this 

period should be counted back from the destruction of the Second Temple, leading us to 

Jesus, the anointed Messiah appearing about forty-two years before the destruction. For Paul 

this corresponded to Dan 9:26, which says that after sixty-two weeks an anointed one will be 

removed. According to him this is a reference to Jesus’ death. So, unlike my earlier 

suggestion that in Barcelona Paul took the numbers seven and sixty-two together, following 

an early Christian tradition, the Second Disputation of Paris shows that this was probably not 

the case, and that he cut the seventy weeks in three: sixty-two weeks until Jesus’ public 

appearance (including his messianic anointment and his death), six weeks from this to the 

destruction of the Second Temple, and one week in which the streets of Jerusalem were 

rebuilt and a treaty with the Romans was made. But if we take these years together, the sum is 

                                                 
1117

 See Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 167-171; 177-185.  
1118

 Ibid., 177.  
1119

 See before, p. 204, n. 1074. 
1120

 Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 177.  
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sixty-nine. One week is missing. Of course Rabbi Abraham, Paul’s adversary, noticed it.
1121

 

The rabbi further objected that Paul reversed the order of the periods of weeks. Scripture first 

mentions the period of seven weeks, then the period of sixty-two weeks, and finally a last 

week.
1122

 You should read them chronologically: the seven weeks end up with the anointed 

prince, which was Cyrus; the sixty-two weeks end up with the removal of an anointed one, 

which refers to the destruction of the Second Temple and the removal of the High Priest and 

the daily offering; and the last week is the week after the destruction, in which Emperor Titus 

made a truce and broke it halfway this week.
1123

 Rabbi Abraham’s argumentation contains 

many other interesting aspects, but I will let these be for the moment, refining myself to the 

reconstruction of Paul’s argumentation.
1124

 

          

 

 

7. Dan 9:24-27 in the Capistrum  

 

The fourth ratio of the Capistrum shows that Raymond developed from Dan 9:24-27 a 

complex and very precise dating of the death of the Messiah, more precise than his 

explanations of Gen 49:10 or Dan 2:31-35 could ever become.
1125

 The argument established 

from Gen 49:10 and examples of rabbinic views on this verse led him to date the appearance 

of the Messiah about forty years prior to the destruction of the Second Temple, which is rather 

precise.
1126

 But, as we will see, the computation set up from Dan 9:24-27, based on facts 

considered by Raymond to be thoroughly historical, matched exactly the year of Jesus’ 

crucifixion. The argument regarding Gen 49:10 was far less historical, since it connected the 

arrival of the Messiah with a rabbinic tradition applying the verse to the Great Sanhedrin, its 

location in the Chamber of Hewn Stones, and its authority to decide capital cases.
1127

 

However, Raymond’s adduction of a rabbinic tradition explaining the ‘sceptre’ and the 

‘ruler’s staff’ from Gen 49:10 in another way, shows that there was no consensus among the 

rabbis on this point. This of course weakened his argument. As we will see, his argument 

from Dan 9:24-27 was mainly based on biblical facts and less dependent on contrasting 

rabbinic statements. 

When, in the Capistrum, Raymond comes to speak about the terminus a quo of the seventy 

weeks, he makes a very important methodical remark. It displays a more general strategy for 

religious debate: 
 

But we, being children of the light and taught about all things by the divine unction, we should 

concede for reason of the good of peace, the grace of disputation and the possibility that some 

of them because of this may be led to the knowledge of truth, that the computation of the 

seventy weeks must take its start from the destruction of the First Temple. We neither should 

go against the claim that the building of the Second Temple existed 420 years […]
1128  

                                                 
1121

 Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 178. 
1122

 Ibid. 
1123

 That already in Barcelona Paul’s explanation of the seventy weeks included a reordening of the periods of 

the seven and sixty-two weeks, was suggested by Chazan, ‘Daniel 9:24-27’, 154. A reversal of the two periods 

goes back to Jerome’s commentary on Daniel; see Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 182.  
1124

 For a discussion of Rabbi Abraham’s entire argumentation on Dan 9-24-27, see Ragacs, Die zweite 

Talmuddisputation, 181-185.   
1125

 For a survey of Raymond’s interpretation of Dan 9:24-27 in the Capistrum, see Appendix Four.  
1126

 See Chazan, ‘From Friar Paul to Friar Raymond’, 296-299; id., Daggers of Faith, 120-122.  
1127

 Id., Daggers of Faith, 122.   
1128

 CI I, r. 4, n. 15 (146): ‘Nos vero, qui filii lucis sumus, quos unctio docet de omnibus, propter bonum pacis, et 

ob gratiam disputationis, et ut forsan per sua ducantur ex eis aliqui ad notitiam veritatis, numerum LXX 

septenarum a primi templi destructione, sine praeiudicio, incipiendum concedamus. Aedificium quoque secundi 
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This strategy is the same Paul Christian followed (see previous section) and is important. 

Raymond states that in order to get a discussion going and to have any chance of being 

persuasive, one should try to incorporate elements of the adversary’s position, at least at the 

outset.  

In the case of the debate on Dan 9:24-27, this means that two Jewish claims can be 

accepted beforehand. First, that the seventy weeks take their start at the destruction of the 

First Temple and, second, that the Second Temple existed for 420 years. After having defined 

these points Raymond focuses on the time between the return of the Jews to Jerusalem after 

the edict of Cyrus and the completion of the Second Temple in the sixth year of Darius. He 

argues that in the first years the building hardly progressed, that it was stopped soon, and that 

only from the second year of Darius the rebuilding was seriously finished. He concludes that 

this period of 46 years, a period between the return from Babylon and the factual existence of 

the Second Temple, is completely omitted in Seder Olam. This, in combination with the last 

half week of the seventy weeks, of which Seder Olam says that the Jews then were already 

expelled from the Land, leads to the conclusion that the period between the destruction of the 

First and the Second Temple spanned 70+46+420-3½=532½ years. This means that the 490 

years ended 42 ½ years before the destruction of the Second Temple. According to Raymond, 

this coincides with the date of Christ’s passion.
1129

  

Raymond’s readiness to put himself on the Jewish standpoint halts thus with the terminus 

ad quem of the 490 years period. Unlike Tertullian, Peter Alfonsi, Paul Christian (as rendered 

by Nahmanides and the anonymous author of the Hebrew account of the Second Disputation 

of Paris) and the common Jewish explanation, but in accordance with main stream Catholic 

exegesis, Raymond denies that the seventy weeks were completed with the destruction of the 

Second Temple.
1130

 Like Africanus he determines their end at the passion of Christ.
1131

 This 

can mean two things. Apparently Raymond decided to change Paul’s argument.  

Another claim of Paul Christian (as expressed in the Hebrew account of Nahmanides) was 

that Jesus was not only the ‘most holy one’ (v. 24), but also the ‘anointed prince’ (v. 25). The 

                                                                                                                                                         
templi per CCCCXX annos stetisse, exceptis tribus et dimidio, quos Iudaei extra terram ducti sunt egisse, non 

repellamus.’  
1129

 See CI I, r. 4, n. 19-25, ms. B (158-172). Three remarks on this argumentation. 1) In addition Raymond 

reduces the number of 421/2 to 42, arguing that according to Jewish custom a half year is not counted. 2) This is 

the line of reasoning in ms. B, the oldest text tradition of the Capistrum. That of ms. P will be treated in the next 

section, where the question of the development of the argument from the Capistrum to the Pugio will be raised. 

3) The period of 42 years between the passion of Christ and the destruction of the Second Temple is hardly 

problematized by Raymond. The reason for this is probably that the glossa ordinaria on Matt. 24: 2, ‘not one 

stone will be left upon another; all will be thrown down’, says that this was fulfilled by the Romans 42 years 

after the passion of Christ. Also Isidore of Sevilla’s gloss gives a period of 42 years between Christ’s passion 

and the destruction of the temple. See Etym. VII, 8, 6; see also Augustin, Enarrationes in Ps. (46:2). In the 

Pugio II, c. 3, n. 12 (283), Raymond adduces both the glossa ordinaria on Matt. 24:2 and Isidore’s gloss on 

2Kgs 2:23. In the Capistrum ms. B none of them is adduced; in ms. P. only Isidore. See CI I, r. 4, n. 23 (171). 

The gloss of Isidore explains Elisha’s curse on the children who jeer at him when he comes to Bethel in a 

figurative way: The meaning of the name Elisha (Heliseus = salus Dei, i.e. Salvator), combined with the fact of 

the children shouting at him when he ascended to Bethel, is explained as a prefiguration of Christ who was 

abused by the Jews when he ascended the cross. The two bears stand for the Roman emperors Vespasian and 

Titus, who came from the ‘wood of the gentiles’ to devour the Jews. The number 42 is the years during which 

Christ was in Bethel, the heavenly house of God, before the two emperors came to shed the blood of the Jews at 

the place where they once had hung Christ.  
1130

 Further below I will return to his exact argument behind this claim. For Tertullian’s calculation of the 

terminus ad quem, see Beckwith, ‘Daniel 9’, 539.   
1131

 For Africanus’ terminus ad quem, see ibid., 540. Clement and Hippolytus calculated that the terminus ad 

quem was the birth of Christ; see ibid., 540; Adler, ‘The Apolcalyptic Survey’, 224-225; 227. Eusebius 

maintained that the last half week coincided with a period of 3,5(!) years that the resurrected Christ appeared to 

the disciples; see Adler, ‘The Apocalyptic Survey’, 228.     
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Hebrew account of the Second Disputation of Paris shows the way in which Paul came to this 

claim. In his explanation, he first took the seven weeks, divided them in a week after and six 

weeks before the destruction of the Second Temple, then leading back his audience forty-two 

years before the destruction, and pointed to the anointed prince, that is, Jesus Messiah. 

Apparently Raymond did not agree with this argumentation, or did not consider it fruitful in 

discussion with Jews, since he argues very differently. He notes that the Hebrew text does not 

have a silluq (‘colon’) after the number seven, that is, a demarcation marking the end of a 

Hebrew bible verse. Following the classical Christian reading, he therefore takes the two 

numbers together and argues that the end of the sixty nine weeks coincides with Jesus’ 

baptism. The ‘anointed prince’ then is the same as the mashiaḥ mentioned in v. 25, the 

‘anointed one’ who would be killed in the seventieth week.
1132

 

   But the traditional Christian exegesis is not without problems. Why would the biblical 

author have separated the numbers 7 and 62, when they eventually should be counted 

together? According to Raymond’s explanation in the Capistrum, the separation of 7-62-1 

expresses the course of the salvation history. The first seven weeks were separated, since 

many secrets regarding the Messiah were envisioned then by Nebuchadnezzar, partly 

explained to him by Daniel.
1133

 The sixty-two weeks were separated, since the Messiah would 

be born in this period and God would do many miracles around his birth. The last week was 

separated, since in this week the Messiah would show the ways of the heavenly kingdom; the 

‘way of innocence’ by instituting baptism and the ‘way of penitence’ by effectively preaching 

it. He would perform many miracles during this week and accomplish human salvation 

through his death and resurrection.
1134

 This explanation is not unproblematic. Within 

Raymond’s computation, the distinction between 62 and 1 is self-evident: At the end of the 

period of sixty-two weeks, Christ was born, at the beginning of the last week he took on his 

Messianic office, and in the middle of this week he was put to death and resurrected. But why 

should the first period cover seven weeks? And why was the last period one week while the 

time between Christ’s baptism and his death and resurrection spanned about half a week, so 

what happened in the second half of this last week? The Capistrum does not clarify these 

points. The omissions are solved in the Pugio. 

In conclusion, Paul’s statement that the messianic prince of v. 25 refers to Jesus is in line 

with Raymond and differs from Alfonsi. But Paul and Raymond disagree on the terminus ad 

quem of the seventy weeks. For Raymond it should be dated around Jesus’ death, for Paul 

around the destruction of the Second Temple. Raymond reads the number 7 and 62 in v. 25 

together as one period, Paul considers them as two different periods and even reverses them. 

It has further become clear that the conclusion that Paul’s approach was ‘amateurish’ and 

Raymond’s ‘professional’
1135

 leans too heavily on the reading of the Hebrew account of 

                                                 
1132

 CI I, r. 4, ns. 13-14 (82-84).  
1133

 Ibid., ns. 32-35 (194-196). Raymond mentions two ‘magna facta vel dicta vel visa’ (n. 32). The first is that 

‘under the figure of the stone hewn from a mountain not by human hands (Dan 2:34), it was demonstrated to 

king Nebuchadnezzar, how the conception of the Messiah and many other things regarding him would take 
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vias regni coelestis erat ostensurus; viam siquidem innocentiae ostendit baptismum instituendo, et viam 

poenitentiae ipsam efficaciter praedicando. In ipsa quoque septena erat miracula multa facturus et moriendo in 

medio terrae atque resurgendo salutem humanam operaturus. Pro quibus sibi nunc honor et gloria et in saecula 

sempiterna. Amen.’  
1135

 See before, p. 197.  
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Nahmanides and is, therefore, not correct. The Hebrew account of the Second Disputation of 

Paris sheds more light on Paul’s argumentation. It shows that by deciding to follow the 

common Jewish point of view regarding the terminus ad quem of the seventy weeks, Paul 

needed to find an alternative way to identify the anointed prince with Jesus. He found it in 

counting back six weeks from the destruction of the Second Temple to Jesus’ appearance. 

After Barcelona he seems to have stuck to it, as Paris proves. The explanation was perhaps 

uncommon, but went back to Jerome’s commentary on Daniel, was thus part of Christian 

tradition, and not ‘amateurish’. We may suppose that Paul, in all likelihood, was well 

equipped for his task, otherwise the Dominicans never would have appointed him as their 

spokesman at this prestigious debate before the king’s chair. We may assume that Paul was 

well informed on traditional Christian explanations of biblical key texts, and that he had read 

Peter Alfonsi and carefully considered the weak and strong points of his argumentation. It is 

clear that Raymond changed and elaborated Paul’s line of argumentation. But as we cannot 

safely estimate the reliability of the two Hebrew accounts, neither Barcelona nor Paris, it will 

remain difficult to determine the content of the exact changes and development.  

 

 

    

8. From the Capistrum to the Pugio  

 

In the foregoing section, Raymond’s interpretation of Dan. 9:24-27 in the Capistrum and his 

strategy of debating this pericope with the Jews was presented for the benefit of 

reconstructing a line of reasoning which Paul Christian possibly followed at Barcelona. Now 

the question will be posed how Raymond’s interpretation of Dan 9:24-27 developed 

throughout his own work. In a first step, I will compare the structure of his argumentation in 

the Capistrum and the Pugio. Then, I will draw attention to a few differences in content, first 

between ms. B and P of the Capistrum, and then between the Capistrum and the Pugio. In the 

closing section of this chapter, I will draw some conclusions regarding these developments 

and connect them with my conclusions in the previous chapter, on Raymond’s use of rabbinic 

aggadot and midrashim related to the advent of the Messiah. 

 

The fourth ratio of the Capistrum counts thirty-eight sections
1136

 It is the longest chapter of 

the entire work. This is partly due to the two manuscript traditions which the editor has 

rendered.
1137

 The length of the ratio, the two redactions, and a third extensive treatment of 

Dan 9:24-27 in PF II, c. 3, proves the importance of the passage for Raymond. Apparently he 

felt the need to refine his argument several times. He even decided to embrace Dan 9:24-27 as 

the prime biblical auctoritas in the Pugio.  

In the Capistrum, Raymond does not bother to inform us about the way he structured ratio 

four. But we may divide the text into six parts.  

1) Raymond gives the Latin text from verse 9:21 onwards: ‘While I was praying, this 

man Gabriel, whom I had already seen in the vision in the beginning, touched me at 

the hour of the evening sacrifice, flying swiftly […]’  

2) Raymond gives a divisio textus of the pericope and then poses four questions 

regarding the interpretation of the text, which he answers subsequently: how should 

we understand the weeks; how many years are the sum of the seventy weeks; why is 

                                                 
1136

 CI I, r. 4 (126-200).  
1137

 Section 10 has a double redaction; section 18 is from ms. P; sections 19-21 have a double redaction; section 

22 is from ms. B; section 23 has a double redaction; sections 24-25 are from ms. B; sections 26-28 are from ms. 

P; section 29 has a double redaction; section 30 is from ms. B; the beginning of section 31 has a double 

redaction; section 35 is from ms. B. 
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the adjective abbreviatae (‘abbreviated’) added to the ‘seventy weeks’ (v. 24) of the 

Hebrew text; how should the number of these weeks be interpreted? The first two 

answers are easy and short: the weeks are years and the sum is 490 years. The third 

answer explains that these weeks consist of lunar years, which are shorter than solar 

years; the difference is nine days each year. Thus, where the Hebrew simply reads 

‘seventy weeks’ the Vulgate adds abbreviatae, expressing the fact that the text means 

weeks of lunar years. The fourth answer is an extensive survey and evaluation of the 

four positions given in the ‘glosses’, that is, the positions of three patres given in the 

Glossa ordinaria, and the common Jewish position as encountered in Seder Olam.
1138

 

Raymond notes that only the position of Bede, as rendered by Jerome in his 

Commentary on Daniel, can stand, and that this is the position which the Church 

follows.
1139

 The fourth answer constitutes the heart of Raymond’s argumentation. I 

will return to it extensively.  

3) Raymond renders the rabbinic position expressed in Seder Olam and by Rashi, and 

criticizes both. This part ends with the remark on the strategy of discussion, which I 

quoted in the previous section.  

4) Raymond adduces those biblical verses which, according to him, prove that the 

Babylonian exile lasted seventy years and that the construction of the Second Temple 

took forty-six years. In this part the two manuscripts diverge substantially. The text of 

ms. P here proves to be a refinement of the argument rendered in ms. B. I will return 

to this point as well.  

5) Raymond treats some remaining questions regarding the interpretation of the pericope. 

He explains the meaning of three Hebrew words, of which he maintains that a correct 

translation is crucial for the understanding of the prophecy. These words are: נגיד, 

nagid, ‘prince’ (v. 25), ברית, berit, ‘covenant’ (v. 27), and יכרת, jikkaret, ‘shall be 

removed’ (v. 26). He also discusses the meaning of some of the infinitives of v. 24 and 

explains why the text obliges to make the division 7-62-1.  

6) Raymond defends the authority of the book of Daniel against the objections of the 

‘Sadducee’ Porphyry. This leads, among other things, to the citation of BT Baba Batra 

(14b), where the order of the books of the Prophets and the Scriptures is given.
1140

 

 

Unlike the fourth ratio of the Capistrum, the Pugio II, c. 3 does render the formal structure of 

the argumentation. After providing the pericope, in Hebrew and in (his own) Latin, Raymond 

enumerates eight points which should be investigated in order to enable a powerful attack on 

the nequitiae the Jews formulated regarding Dan 9:24-27. These are the following: 1) the 

authority of the book of Daniel; 2) the meaning of the word ‘week’ in the text; 3) the sum of 

the years to which seventy weeks lead; 4) the terminus a quo; 5) whether the weeks are 

abbreviated or precise; 6) the meaning of the ‘everlasting right’ and the ‘most holy’ in v. 24; 

7) the meaning of the three Hebrew words (mentioned in the previous paragraph); 8) the 

reason why the text forces us to distinguish the numbers 7-62-1.
1141

  

   Apart from the fact that the argument in the Pugio has a clear question-structure, it still 

closely resembles that of the Capistrum. A few changes have been made. First, the question 

on the authority of Daniel and the refutation of the objections of the Sadducee Porhyry was 

                                                 
1138

 CI I, r. 4, n. 6-8 (130-136).  
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 Ibid.: ‘Cum ergo nulla harum opinionum stare possit praeter illam quam Beda ponit iuxta Hieronymum, ideo 

ipsum sequitur Ecclesia. Hieronymus etiam ponit in originali plures alias opiniones, ut Eusebii, Hippolyti, 

Apollinaris, Clementis et Origenis.’     
1140

 Meant is the neoplatonist Porphyrius (ca. 234-305), who also wrote a ‘Contra Christianos’. Perhaps 

Raymond called him ‘sadducee’, since ancient sadducees were said to believe in divine emanations, as 

Porphyrius and many other neoplatonists did.  
1141

 PF II, c. 3, n. 2 (270).  
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the last point in the Capistrum; in the Pugio it has become the introductory question. Second, 

the point of the lunar years has become a distinct question in the Pugio; in the Capistrum it 

was treated in the course of the argument.  

   The heart of the argument in the Pugio is the presentation of the traditional Jewish and 

Christian computations (q. 2) and the attack on the Jewish computation (q. 4). These points 

reflect what happened in the third and fourth step of the argument in the Capistrum. If there is 

any substantial development from the Capistrum to the Pugio, it will be found here. In order 

to get a clear picture of it, I will first compare Capistrum ms. B to ms. P, and then examine 

the differences with the Pugio.  

 

 

From ms. B to ms. P of the Capistrum 

The argument of ms. B concerning Dan 9:24-27 proves to be rather simple. It starts by giving 

three basic elements of the traditional Jewish computation submitted by Rabbi Jose in Seder 

Olam. First, the fixation of the termini (terminus a quo=destruction of the First Temple; 

Babylonian exile=70 years; existence of the Second Temple=420 years). Second, the terminus 

ad quem claimed by the Jews (the destruction of the Second Temple) should be rejected from 

the fact that their computation does not include the 46 years between the return from 

Babylonia and the existence of the Second Temple. Third, the computation of the correct 

terminus ad quem (42 years before the destruction of the Second Temple).  

   The main development in ms. P is that it has a different approach to the computation of the 

years. Ms. B intends to show that the period between the return of the Jews to Jerusalem and 

the completion of the building of the Second Temple encompassed a period of 46 years. The 

number 46 is essential, since it points to the number of years that Christ died before the 

destruction of the Second Temple (46-3½=42½). Rabbi Jose ‘neglectfully, or perhaps 

fraudulently, omitted the whole time of the building of the last Temple.’
1142

  

But Raymond’s computation does not really convince the neutral reader. If one starts to 

count from the first year of Cyrus, when the edict on the return of the Jews was promulgated, 

there is a period of 46 years to the second year of Darius, when the reconstruction of the 

Second Temple was restarted (see Hag 1:1, Ezra 5:1). However, the building of the Temple 

lasted a few years, so that we get a number higher than 46 years. Thus, in ms. B, Raymond 

tries to rescue the number of 46 by adducing two points. First, when the building was 

restarted in the second year of Darius, it was finished quickly and thus almost immediately 

visible, so that one might say that it started to exist from the moment the building was 

restarted. Second, the edict of Cyrus to rebuild the Temple was promulgated in the first year 

of his reign, but the work was not immediately started, so that one might say that there are 

approximately 46 years until the sixth year of Darius, when the Temple was finished. Both 

arguments are shaky of course. The first starts the period of the existence of the Second 

Temple at a moment that it was not yet finished; the second does not solve the problem that 

the period between the promulgation of the edict of Cyrus and the completion of the building 

of the Temple counts 50 years, which, following Raymond’s line of reasoning, leads to the 

conclusion that the Messiah died 46 years before the destruction of the Temple, a number that 

does not concur with the traditional Christian computation.
1143

  

Ms. P, now, is an attempt to resolve the weak points in ms. B. The focus lies on a detailed 

calculation of the number of years between the terminus a quo and the completion of the 

Second Temple. The sum turns out to be exactly 112 years, exceeding 70 by 42, the number 
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 CI I, r. 4, n. 10, ms. B (138). See also ibid., n. 20, ms. B (158): ‘Manifestum est ergo, quod Iudaei, cum non 

ponunt in numero praedictarum hebdomadarum nisi LXX annos captivitatis Babylonicae et CCCCXX, quibus 

aedificium templi stitisse dicunt, totum tempus istud aedificationis omittunt’.     
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 For the entire argument, see CI I, r. 4, ns. 19-22, ms. B (158-168). 
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which Raymond wants to prove. Crucial for the veracity of this argument is the exact 

determination of the terminus a quo. Therefore, Raymond notes in ms. P: ‘It has to be 

enquired from which point the counting of the number of the seventy weeks should take its 

start.’
1144

 He does not return to the position of which he said that the Church followed it, 

namely the moment that Artaxerxes issued forth the word that the building of the city and the 

Temple should be restarted again.
1145

 Instead, he departs from the Jewish claim that the 

counting should be started from the destruction of the First Temple. For the exact 

determination he returns to the words in v. 25: ‘From the moment that the word went forth 

that Jerusalem should be restored and rebuilt until a messianic prince, seven weeks and sixty-

two weeks’. The Jews say that the terminus a quo is the destruction of the First Temple; 

Daniel says it is ‘the moment that the word went forth’. Which word could that be, Raymond 

asks himself, if one wants to take the Jewish position seriously? Only that which Jeremiah 

prophesied about the return to Jerusalem after seventy years, he answers (see Jer 25:11; 29:10, 

14). He decides, therefore, to start counting from that moment. His sum of the reigning years 

of the several kings from Jeremiah’s word until the sixth years of Darius, that is, the 

completion of the Second Temple, is 112, as I noted above. Combined with the 420 years of 

the existence of the Second Temple, the conclusion must then be that the 70 weeks period, 

that is, 490 years, were completed 42 years before the destruction of the Second Temple.
1146

 

According to Raymond, the number 42 is substantiated by the gloss of Isidore on 2 Kings 

2:24.
1147

 

Of crucial importance for the veracity of this computation is Raymond’s claim that Cyrus 

ruled thirty years, and not three, as rabbinic tradition holds. ‘Since the Jews are always led by 

a polemical spirit, they deny the thirty years of Cyrus and only accept the three that are found 

in Daniel’ (see Dan. 10:1).
1148

 As a part of his computation in ms. P, Raymond mentions three 

authorities to anchor the claim that Cyrus ruled 30 years: the Jew Flavius Josephus, the Greek 

Eusebius of Caesarea and the Latin historian Paul Orosius (fifth century CE).
1149

 He proceeds 

to cite the passage from Flavius Josephus, in which the many deeds and conquests of Cyrus 

are enumerated, and appeals to the common sense of his reader by noting that it would have 

been impossible for Cyrus to accomplish all these deeds in only three years.
1150

 Concerning 

the methodical question it is important to notice that Raymond quotes Josephus and only 

mentions the two Christian historians. For his Jewish adversaries, only Josephus was 

authoritative.  

To conclude, ms. P shows that Raymond was trying to perfect his earlier argumentation and 

computation of ms. B. According to my analysis, ms. P includes at least two important 

innovations.
1151

 First, the problematic computation of ms. B is abandoned and a new 

computation is set up, including new textual evidence. Second, the question about the length 
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1145
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 Ibid., n. 27, ms. P (178-182); see Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews, b. X, ns. 232, 247-248.    
1151

 I have focussed here on the shift from one to another computation, but ms. P deviates from ms. B at some 

other  as well, in particular as to the explanation of the words nagid, jikkaret, and berit (ibid., n. 29, ms. B (186-

190), ms. P (ibid.).  
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of Cyrus’s reign is treated much more extensively in ms. P than in ms. B. It is likely that these 

innovations were the result of experiences acquired during debates with Jews, after the first 

redaction of the Capistrum was finished.     

 

 

Development in the Pugio  

In Chapter Two, I noted that a few references in ms. P of the Capistrum to the Pugio suggest 

that ms. P is the later text.
1152

 If ms. P was written after the Pugio, it becomes doubtful that 

Raymond is the author of it, for there is a possibility that he died before he finished the Pugio, 

as I also noted in Chapter Two.
1153

 Thus, a comparison between the argumentation on Dan 

9:24-27 in the Pugio and ms. P may give us important information about the chronology.   

The most important difference between the argument in the Capistrum and the Pugio is that 

the computation leading to the terminus ad quem of the seventy weeks in the Pugio is founded 

on the authority of a Jewish source, BT Megillah (11b), lacking in the Capistrum.
1154

 The 

source is important, since it forms the occasion for a severe polemical attack on the rabbis. 

According to Raymond, it illustrates the rabbis’ deliberate obstruction of the Christian truth. 

But Raymond starts by adducing Seder Olam, which, as was said before, renders the common 

Jewish position on the termini of the seventy weeks. He repeats the argumentation of the 

Capistrum ms. P, claiming that not the destruction of Jerusalem and the First Temple is the 

moment when the counting of the seventy weeks should start, but the moment when the word 

came forth from the prophet Jeremiah, a few years before the destruction of the Temple. He 

also repeats that Seder Olam omits the period when the Second Temple was under 

construction. And, as in the Capistrum, he quotes Rabbi Abraham ibn Ezra as an example of 

Jewish rejection of the position expressed in Seder Olam.
1155

  

Immediately after this, BT Meg (11b) is adduced, and introduced by the following 

polemical words: ‘The Jews are so impudent and shameless, that notwithstanding the 

mentioned facts they foolishly deny them; in this they are like a lizard, which leaves what he 

is eating only for millet bread. Therefore we will show that, as to the aforementioned 

computation, they are liars and cheaters, and we will bring against it the words written in the 

book Megillah, as if holding out to them a warm millet bread’.
1156

  

   The passage from BT Megillah lists the length of the reigns of respectively Nebuchadnezzar 

(45), Evil-merodach (23), Belshazzar (3), Darius (2), Cyrus (3), Ahasuerus (14), until the 

completion of the Second Temple in the sixth year of Darius. This tradition is for Raymond 

adequate enough to push the argument further. He shows that in the nineteenth year of 

Nebuchadnezzar the First Temple was destroyed. That means that the conclusion one should 

draw from BT Megillah regarding the sum of the years, from this point to the completion of 

the Second Temple, is 27+23+3+2+3+14 +6=78 years. In addition to the fact that Cyrus did 

not reign three but thirty years, as Raymond subsequently sets out to prove, the sum of the 

years is 105. So, ‘it is clear that they secretly stole 35 years from the aforementioned number 

of years [i.e. the 70 years]’.
1157

 In the next sections, Raymond pushes the computation further. 

As in the Capistrum, he argues that Dan 9:25 forces to count from the fourth year of 
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 Chapter Two, p. 66.    
1153

 Chapter Two, Section One.   
1154

 For a survey of Raymond’s interpretation of Dan 9:24-27 in the Pugio, see Appendix Four. 
1155

 See CI I, r. 4, n. 10, ms. P (138-140); PF II, c. 3, n. 7 (273).  
1156

 PF II, c. 3, n. 7 (273): ‘Judaei vero tantae sunt impudentiae, atque proterviae, qoud nec per haec a supradicta 
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panem calidum miliaceum opponentes id quod in libro Megilla distictione, quae incipit Megillah nikrat, hoc 

modo scriptum est’.  
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 Ibid., n. 10 (279): ‘Ipsos de praedicto annorum numero xxxv. annos furtim surripuisse manifestum est’.     
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Zedekiah, when the word on the restoration of Jerusalem came forth from Jeremiah. The 

consequence is that another seven years should be added to the sum, since Jeremiah 

prophesied the word seven years before the destruction of the First Temple, in the twelfth year 

of Nebuchadnezzar. That brings the sum to 112 years, which means 532 until the Second 

Temple was destroyed. Again, the conclusion is that the seventy weeks were completed 42 

years before the destruction.  

From the level of apologetics it is clear that the passage from BT Meg (11b) is a strong 

support for Raymond’s computations, which were in the Capistrum primarily based on 

biblical facts and on Josephus.
1158

 BT Megillah proves that, apart from the question about the 

length of the reign of Cyrus (3 or 30), such computations were also part of rabbinic tradition. 

The Jews, once confronted with these facts, would no longer have any excuses to refuse the 

truth. This makes it rather unlikely that the additions in ms. P (in comparison to ms. B) were 

written after the Pugio. The passage from BT Megillah would then have been used in ms. P,  

making the argument stronger, certainly considered from an apologetic viewpoint.  

A few other signs also suggest that we should date the Pugio probably later than ms. P of 

the Capistrum. First of all, although there are certainly some severe swipes at the Jews in the 

Capistrum, including in ms. P,
1159

 the argument in the Pugio seems to breathe more 

frustration. For example, when Raymond comes to the question of the reign of Cyrus, he 

informs his reader that ‘there is no doubt that it was not from a holy zeal (non de sacro) that 

the Jews were furious about the things [we have] said about the years of Cyrus and other 

kings; for from Holy Scripture and the witnesses in their own books we found many very 

sacrilegious and very blameworthy examples of deceit against the law of God given by Moses 

and also Solomon’.
1160

 Three sources are then mentioned, GenR, MidrPss, and the book 

Dikduk of Ben Asher (and there are still many others, Raymond says), all of which include 

tikkunei soferim, ‘corrections of the scribes’.
1161

 A passage from GenR, with thirteen 

examples of tikkunim, is cited and Raymond’s conclusion is that these corrections show that 

the Jews are falsigraphos, fures, atque mendaces, ‘false writers, cheaters, and liars’.
1162

  

   Second, after having treated Seder Olam and BT Megillah and having concluded that these 

sources are erroneous and mutually inconsistent at certain points, Raymond adduces Prov 

21:16: ‘The man (אדם, adam) who goes astray from the way of intellect, will abide in the 

gathering of the Rephaim.’ He claims that adam stands for the Jewish people and that the 

rephaim are those abiding in inferno.
1163

 He connects the via intellectus with the opening 

words of the seventy weeks prophecy (Dan 9:25): scito et intellige, ‘know and consider’. The 

Jews err in their computation of the weeks and thus ‘abide in a gathering of gigantic 

infernalia’. Their fate is ‘wretched and miserable at least as long as they are blinded by the 
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 The quotation from Josephus returns in PF II, c. 3, n. 8 (275-276), where Raymond gives also the Hebrew 

text.    
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to consider Christian arguments carefully (n. 8, p. 134), that they are blind (n. 15, p. 146; n. 31, p. 194), that they 
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desire to negate that the Lord Jesus was the Messiah, so that they consider it a merit to lie 

ardently against him without any trace of shame.’
1164

  

Furious attacks on Jews and Judaism of such kind are largely absent in the argument of the 

Capistrum, including ms. P. Several explanations for a sharper tone against the Jews in the 

Pugio are possible. I will come to this subject in the final part of my study.  

 

 

 

9. Conclusions  

 

It is difficult to believe that Paul Christian’s conclusions from Dan 9:24-27 during the 

Disputation of Barcelona were as poor as Nahmanides presented them in his Hebrew account. 

A comparison with Paul’s line of reasoning during the Second Disputation of Paris and with 

interpretations of the seventy weeks pericope in the Christian exegetical tradition, which must 

have been at least partly known to Paul, prove that Nahmanides reduced Paul’s argument to a 

ridiculous set of statements. This is also confirmed by my analysis of Raymond Martin’s 

argumentation in the Capistrum and the Pugio.   

Furthermore, the development of Raymond’s interpretation of Dan 9:24-27 from the 

Capistrum to the Pugio shows that he kept doctoring on improvement of the argumentation. 

In the Pugio he reaches the point of being capable of a computation of the advent of the 

Messiah which exactly concurs with Jesus’ public appearance and his death. A rather 

impressive computation, based on a combination of Hebrew biblical reading, rabbinic 

statements, and historical sources and arguments. The improvement of argument, already 

visible in ms. P of the Capistrum and perfected in the Pugio, may have brought Raymond to 

put it at the top of the list of auctoritates advanced on the point of the advent of the Messiah, a 

position that was still occupied by Gen 49:10 during the Disputation of Barcelona and in the 

Capistrum.   

Considering the singularity of the argument in the Pugio (in comparison to the Capistrum),  

three observations are of interest. First, the argument in the Pugio is better structured than the 

two arguments in the Capistrum (ms. B and ms. P). Raymond has given it a quaestiones-

structure, perhaps because he wanted to make the Pugio suitable for a classroom setting.
1165

 

Second, the discovery of additional, useful rabbinic sources has led to changes in the 

argument, proving that the investigation of rabbinic literature by Raymond (and his team) 

went on and that the enterprise was a ‘work-in-progress’; living debate with Jews, giving the 

opportunity to test arguments, will have been a constitutive part of the enterprise. Third, the 

argument in the Pugio displays an increasing annoyance with the Jewish refusal to surrender. 

This may also be a result, a negative one in this case, of lively debate between Raymond (and 

his companions) and Jews. 

With regard to such debates we have discovered an interesting aspect of Raymond’s 

method. Raymond holds that one should agree with the position of the adversary as far as 

possible before one starts his own argumentation. It seems that Paul Christian was prepared to 

go even further on this point. An example of this became visible in my analysis:  Raymond 

rejected certain aggadot on the birth of the Messiah that Paul adduced in support of his 
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argument. In the discussion on Dan 9:24-27 we again see that Raymond is not afraid of 

judging rabbinic statements as plain erroneous, in some cases even as deceitful. He does not 

accept, for example, the common Jewish terminus ad quem of Daniel’s seventy weeks 

prophecy, which Paul seems to have accepted, or at least used in his argumentation in order to 

create common ground.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

 

 

THE TRINITY IN THE EXPLANATIO 

 

 

 
‘The real point of difference between Jews and Christians lies in what you say about the 

fundamental matter of the deity’, Nahmanides stated during the Disputation of Barcelona.
1166

 

No doubt he here referred to the Christian doctrines of the Incarnation and the Trinity. 

Against these doctrines in particular, Jewish polemic directed its objections. They were ‘a 

central feature of almost every Jewish anti-Christian polemical work.’
1167

 Jewish polemicists 

argued that these doctrines were contradictory to God’s Unity; to the biblical confession of 

this Unity as well as the philosophical conclusions about it.
1168

 They called Christians 

‘destructors of the unity’ and ‘trinitarians’.
1169

 Their criticism focussed on the refutation of the 

Trinitarian interpretation of certain Bible verses and the use of Trinitarian similitudines.
1170

 A 

Jewish philosophical criticism of the Trinity appeared in the Middle Ages, inspired by the 

development of Muslim philosophy and anti-Christian criticism.
1171

 Muslims and Jewish 

scholars did not repudiate the idea that God had a number of different aspects, properties or 

attributes.
1172

 But they claimed that since God is essentially One, these divine attributes, 

distinguished in human perception, could not be a real part of God’s Essence, in which no 

distinction is possible. Thus, all divine distinction ultimately collapses in God’s Unity.
1173

  

The defence of the Trinity was always a cornerstone of Christian apologetics, and Christian 

polemicists and apologists were well acquainted with Muslim and Jewish criticism of this 

doctrine.
1174

 Alain of Lille, for example, summarizes the Jewish objections against the Trinity 

in three points: 1) it contradicts Scripture; 2) the idea of divine generation leads to a slop, 

since as the one who generates precedes the one who is generated, there cannot be co-eternity 

or equality between the divine persons; divine generation means corruption of divine Unity; 

3) God is Simple and One, which excludes plurality in Him.
1175

 Because of the solid logic of 

this set of objections, of which the central claim (that God is One and Simple) was moreover 

confirmed by Christian doctrine and philosophy, medieval theologians were posed the 

difficult challenge of developing an elaborate defence of the Trinity.
1176

 Not only did they 

have to prove that the Trinity truly followed from biblical facts but, perhaps even more 
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important, they had to show that the concept of divine Trinity was not necessarily 

incompatible with logical and philosophical conclusions about God’s Unity. In view of this, 

the debate concerning God’s attributes, current in Islam as well as in Judaism, was seized in 

order to develop a logical explanation of the Trinity.
1177

 Another, more traditional line of 

reasoning was further elaborated as well: the use of analogies or similitudines (the vestigia 

trinitatis of Augustine), of which I will discuss several examples in this and the following 

chapter. The logic behind these analogies was the Aristotelian principle omne causatum 

demonstrat suam causam (each caused thing, for example a result or an effect, shows 

something of its cause).
1178

 If it could be shown that Creation had somehow a triune structure, 

the Creator should have a triune nature.  

It should be noted here that the majority of Christian theologians believed that the mysteries 

of faith, and particularly the Incarnation and the Trinity, were very hard to understand.
1179

 

Some stated explicitly that it was impossible to prove the Trinity to non-Christians, certainly 

not to those who did not accept the authority of the Bible.
1180

 It is like trying to shoot at the 

stars, an anonymous ninth-century Arab Christian exclaims.
1181

 But the power of external, and 

as a result also internal criticism on the Christian articles of faith ‘seemed to impinge on the 

questions Christian scholars were asking themselves about doctrines.’
1182

 Insight and 

understanding, together with the theological task to give account of the faith, to explain it, and 

thus strengthen common Christians, proved to be important motives to stimulate the 

explanation of the Trinity. Thomas Aquinas’s formulation of the double task of the wise man 

(to meditate and present the divine truth, and to unmask and dispel opposing errors) was a 

timeless paradigm and an actual desideratum. 

Gilbert Dahan distinguishes two stages in the history of the Christian argumentation 

regarding the Trinity against the Jews (not necessarily being successive in time): (1) a 

‘traditional’ approach, which adduces primarily biblical proof texts, thoroughly rooted in 

patristic authors; this approach includes the biblical reasoning based on the proof texts and the 

use of Trinitarian similitudines; (2) a philosophical approach, in which the question of the 

divine attributes plays a central role.
1183

 Vice versa Jewish polemicists adduced passages from 

both the Hebrew Bible and the New Testament to buttress their claim that God was absolutely 
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One and that Holy Scripture did not allow the possibility of a divine Trinity. For Christian 

polemicists knowledge of Hebrew and Hebrew Scripture became indispensable, since as Odo 

puts foward in his prologue to the second book of the Ysagoge (mid-twelfth century), 

Christians who do not know Hebrew will be at severe disadvantage in any discussion with the 

‘Jewish Goliath’.
1184

 Concrete discussion with Judaism was one thing; the expression of the 

Christian truth was another. The notion of the veritas hebraica, the truth of the Hebrew Bible, 

became anchored in twelfth century Christian theology, and theologians started to argue that 

Hebrew had an apologetic-theological value as well. The same Odo endeavors to prove that 

the Incarnation and the Trinity are expressed most clearly in Hebrew Scripture, rather than in 

the Vulgate and the Septuaginta. A century later both arguments, the interest of Hebrew in 

discussion with Judaism and for the Christian truth in itself, will be repeated by Raymond in 

his prologues of the Capistrum and the Pugio.
1185

  

Thus, the real challenge for a thirteenth-century defence of the Trinity against Judaism was 

the elaboration of a profound argumentation, in which logical and (Hebrew) biblical 

reasoning, the refutation of Jewish criticism on the Trinity, and the use of argumenta ab hoste 

were integrated. This was exactly what Raymond Martin intended in his Trinitarian treatise in 

the Pugio. It should be noted that the questions of the Incarnation and the Trinity are closely 

connected in the Pugio. Formally, Raymond first treats the Trinity (III-I), then the motivum 

incarnationis (III-II), and finally the Incarnation (first chapters of III-III). But I will show that 

the Incarnation is already present in part III-I and that the Trinity returns in the first chapters 

of III-III. The motivum incarnationis functions as a bridge: departing from biblical facts, it 

intends to prove that it was necessary and fitting for God to become man, since it was the 

proper way to save mankind.  

In the present and next chapter my approach is somewhat different from the previous two 

chapters.
1186

 Since in the Capistrum there is hardly any argumentation concerning the Trinity, 

a comparison of the Pugio with the Capistrum would be fruitless. But Raymond included a 

Trinitarian treatise in the Explanatio. The first article of the Explanatio is largely dedicated to 

the Trinity and the following articles contain various arguments related to the Trinity. The fact 

that the Explanatio was written for Christians who were somehow exposed to Muslim 

criticism of Christian doctrines, makes a comparison between the Trinitarian treatises of the 

Explanatio and the Pugio especially interesting. It will highlight the important aspect of 

methodical differences between arguing against Islam or against Judaism. The comparison 

will furthermore show the theological development from the young missionary working in a 

Muslim environment to the mature researcher and polemicist against Judaism.  

Though the Trinity was not a part of the discussions during the Disputation of Barcelona, 

Nahmanides describes in his Hebrew account how it was debated in the wake of the 

Disputation. On the Sabbath following the event, both the king and Raymond of Peñafort 

deliver a sermon in the synagogue of Barcelona. King James gives a similitudo of the Trinity; 

he compares the Trinity to the colour, taste and smell of wine. Peñafort preaches about the 

Trinity and he refers to an exchange on the matter between Paul Christian and Nahmanides in 

Gerona, in the period before the Disputation. Nahmanides submits some details of this 

exchange, to which Paul Christian gives a short reaction, followed by Nahmanides’s 

counterattack. This passage will prove to shed light on Raymond’s Trinitarian treatises in the 

Explanatio, written half a decade before the Disputation, and the Pugio, written a decade after 
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it. Therefore I will start my analysis with presenting the details of the exchange on the Trinity 

in the synagogue, as Nahmanides put them down in his Hebrew account. Then I will step back 

in time and enter upon Raymond’s Trinitarian treatise in the Explanatio. In the next chapter 

Raymond’s Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio will be treated, as well as some additional 

Trinitarian facts from other parts of the work.    

 

 

 

1. A Trinity of Divine Attributes? 

 

The discussion on the Trinity in the synagogue of Barcelona was of a philosophical and not of 

an exegetical kind, if we may believe Nahmanides.
1187

 Raymond of Peñafort’s sermon is 

summarized by Nahmanides in two sentences. The friar claims that the Trinity consists of 

Wisdom, Will, and Power, and he states that earlier in Gerona the rabbi had agreed with him 

on this point.
1188

 Given the qualities and stature of Peñafort, ‘we may well suspect that the 

extremely cursory report of his sermon does not by any means do full justice to it.’
1189

 The 

combination mentioned by Nahmanides, חכמה וחפץ ויכלת (ḥokhmah ve-ḥefez vi-kholet; 

‘wisdom and will and power’), must refer to the well-known triad potentia, sapientia, 

voluntas (power, wisdom, and will), which in Christian medieval theology were common 

attributes appropriated to respectively Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
1190

 If Peñafort’s sermon 

on the Trinity focussed indeed on the divine attributes, and I argue below that it is likely that 

it did, it would probably have included an explanation of how this triad of divine attributes 

and the three divine persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) should be understood in relation to 

each other. We see nothing of this in Nahmanides’s account. There is only the statement on 

the three divine attributes. The Trinitarian persons are not mentioned at all. Moreover, the 

current order of the triad is blurred: yekholet, ‘power’, the current attribute for the Father is 

mentioned last in the row. As in the case of Dan 9:24-27, we see the Christian adversary 

giving only a statement, without hardly any further explication, followed by a thorough 

rejection of the Christian position by the rabbi.   

In his response, Nahmanides immediately denies that he agreed on any Trinity, not even on 

a Trinity of divine attributes. He has three reasons for rejecting a Trinity of attributes. First, 

though a divine quality (מקרה, ‘accidental quality’) like Wisdom no doubt must be attributed 

to God, it applies only in an essential and not in an accidental way; God is wise but He and his 

                                                 
1187

 This in contrast to the discussion on the Trinity during the Second Disputation of Paris, where Paul Christian 

adduces Gen 18.1-2 (the passage on God’s appearance to Abraham by the terebinths of Mamre and the visit of 

the three ‘men’) together with the explanation in GenR; see Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 210-213.      
1188

 Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 320; Maccoby (trans.), 143-144; Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdisch Zwangdisputation, 283.   
1189

 Chazan, Fashioning Jewish Identity, 259.  
1190

 According to Lasker, the designation of the Trinity as potentia, sapientia, voluntas (or bonitas) appeared for 

the first time in Jewish polemical works in the thirteenth century; see Lasker, Jewish Philosophical Polemics, 

66.  Maccoby, however, notes that Maimonides (d. 1204) already employed the triad power, wisdom, will in his 

More Nevukim (trans. Pines, vol. 1, 58); see Maccoby, Judaism on Trial, 144. The triad was in use by twelfth-

century Christian theologians, such as Hugh of Saint Victor (d. 1142), William of Conches (d. c. 1154), the 

author of the Ysagoge in theologiam (12
th

 c.), and Peter Lombard (d. 1160). Peter Abelard seems to have been 

the first to use it in the treatise Theologia summi boni. Other triads employed were, for example, memoria, 

notitia, voluntas (Augustine, De Trinitate 10.11.18), essentia, sapientia, vita (John Scotus Erigena, d. ca. 877); 

substantia, sapientia, voluntas (Peter Alfonsi). The attribute for the Holy Spirit often varied between voluntas, 

benignitas, bonitas, and amor; see Lasker, Jewish Philosophical Polemics, 63-64; Mutius, Die Christlich-

Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 284; Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 492-493; Burman, ‘Tathlîth al-

wahdânîyah’, 118. Burman refers to Haddad, La Trinité divine, who discusses the various triads at pp. 208-233. 

For a survey of the medieval Jewish refutations of the divine persons as attributes, see Lasker, Jewish 

Philosophical Polemics, 63-64; Wolfson, ‘The Muslim Attributes’, 1-18.  
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Wisdom are one, as all divine properties are one. Second, even if one asserted for God that He 

has accidental properties, which obviously cannot be the case,  שלוש (‘Trinity’) would not be 

the proper word; there would only be one divine substance with three accidental properties, 

which is not a Trinity. Third, in case one decided, again mistakenly, to count the divine 

properties, a Trinity would not be the logical outcome, for apart from divine Wisdom, Will, 

and Power, the property of Life is as much a divine quality as these other three are; besides, 

there are good reasons to count the substance Deity as well. Would God then be a Quaternity? 

Or even a Quinternity? Of course not! Every counting of divine attributes is plain error, since 

they belong to God’s Essence and are thus essentially one.
1191

  

Also part of the exchange in the synagogue is a rejection by Nahmanides of a Trinitarian 

similitude put forward by King James in his sermon on the Trinity. The king compares the 

Trinity to the three elements of which wine is composed, that is, colour, taste and smell. The 

rabbi states that these are ‘three separate qualities, one of which may be found without the 

other’ and that these qualities are not the wine itself. ‘So, it is a material substance with three 

disconnected accidental qualities which do not form any unity.’
1192

 The comparison is 

therefore invalid.  

After this, Paul Christian is allowed to respond. He shows himself only capable of 

expressing the common Christian preliminary statement on the Trinity: it is an utterly 

profound truth, not even to be understood by angels and heavenly forces. Chazan is right in 

noting that ‘such a position is highly inappropriate to the polemical setting’, and he 

emphasizes again the limited nature of the Hebrew account at places.
1193

 We may assume that 

both Raymond of Peñafort and Paul Christian adduced proper arguments against Nahmanides, 

who did not ‘provide much in the way of a genuine Christian case for the rationality of 

Christian doctrine.’
1194

 In the previous chapter, the Capistrum and the Pugio proved to be 

valuable sources for getting an idea of how the Christian side really presented its case and 

responded to the objections advanced by Nahmanides. The same holds in the present and next 

chapter for Raymond’s two Trinitarian treatises. But before reading these, I have to make a 

few additional notes on the way Peñafort and Paul Christian conducted the discussion on the 

Trinity and the response of Nahmanides.   

It is certainly possible that the defence of the Trinity, as delivered by the two friars 

according to Nahmanides, had a philosophical rather than an exegetical character. Thomas 

Burman shows that a ‘rationalistic argument for the Trinity’ was very common among twelfth 

century Andalusian-Christian apologists, and that the approach could also draw on traditional 

Latin theology.
1195

 If Peñafort and Christiani were not influenced by earlier Iberian apologists, 

which is difficult to ascertain, rational demonstration of the Trinity was abundantly present in 

works influential among thirteenth century Spanish Dominican friars: the Latin translation of 

the Risalat al-Kindi, Peter Alfonsi’s Dialogi, Augustine’s De Trinitate.
1196

 Attempts in the 

Contra Iudaeos-literature to demonstrate the Trinity mainly on the basis of rationes were very 

common as well.
1197

 Thus, although fifteen years later in the Pugio Raymond Martin was able 

                                                 
1191

 For Nahmanides’s response, see Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 320; Maccoby (trans.), 144-146.  
1192

 Ibid., 320; ibid., 145.  
1193

 Chazan, Fashioning Jewish Identity, 263.  
1194

 Ibid., 265. Chazan notes that of the Jewish anti-Christian polemics discussed by him, only Jacob ben Reuben 

rendered a careful representation of the position of his Christian adversary, in his Milhamot ha-Shem; see ibid., 

265-276.   
1195

 Burman, ‘Tathlîth al-wahdânîyah’, esp. 114ff; see also Tolan, Saracens, 148-149.  
1196

 For the Risala, see Chapter Three, pp 108-109. In Peter Alfonsi’s Dialogi the Trinity is dealt with in Titulus 

6; see Mieth (ed.), 73-80.  
1197

 Examples (Peter of Blois, Gilbert Crispin, Alain of Lille, the author of Qui Ceptum - like Alfonsi a Spanish 

Jewish convert -, and Raymond Lull) are discussed in Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 488-494; see also A. 

Abulafia, Christians and Jews, esp. 77-93 (‘Christianized Reason at Work’). Alain of Lille summarizes the 
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to develop a serious Hebrew-biblical agumentation on the Trinity, it was certainly not 

surprising that Peñafort (who did not know Hebrew) and Paul Christian (who was still 

developing and testing his method when he discussed the Trinity with Nahmanides in Gerona, 

a few years before the Disputation) chose to follow the more philosophical approach. 

As to the content of Nahmanides’s response, it is useful to consider Daniel Lasker’s 

analysis of the Jewish philosophical critique of the Trinity here. Lasker classifies the 

arguments into four major categories: (1) Trinity implies matter; (2) the divine attributes are 

not divine persons; (3) generation disproves Unity; (4) syllogistic logic refutes the Trinity. An 

additional section is devoted to (5) analogies, similitudes of the Trinity.
1198

 In Nahmanides’s 

short review only the points (1), (2), and (5) get any attention, with a focus on the second 

point.
1199

 Lasker concludes that ‘the largest portion of the Jewish philosophical polemic 

against the Trinity was devoted to the question on divine attributes.’
1200

  

Nahmanides’s response to Peñafort in the synagogue of Barcelona is very similar to that of 

his contemporaries Meir ben Simon of Narbonne and Moses ben Solomon of Salerno.
1201

  

Meir ben Simon states:  
 

Every Jew and every true intelligent person in the world admits that the Creator is wise, powerful, 

and willing without doubt. Still, we do not go so far as to say that He has three bodies. He is the true 

one, and there is nothing like His unity, which is without body. His power, wisdom, and will are all 

one in true unity with neither beginning nor end.
1202

      

 

Moses ben Solomon argues that, if the divine substance were the factor which unifies the 

Three, there would be three attributes and one substance, a Quaternity; or, if these attributes 

(or the persons) were part of the divine substance, there would be no difference between 

them; or, if God really was one substance and three attributes, He would be composed of 

different things, which denies his simplicity.
1203

 In other words, Unity and Trinity exclude 

each other logically. 

In short, the criticism of Nahmanides concurs with that of contemporary Jewish 

polemicists. It  concerns three points. First, the rabbis allow a distinction of divine properties 

or attributes, but in view of God’s Unity these cannot be accidental since this would imply 

composition and diversity within God, which constitutes a denial of his Unity; therefore, they 

must be essential, that is, entirely equal to God’s essence or substance, but that means that 

there is no difference between them and that it is nonsense to speak about a Trinity. Second, 

                                                                                                                                                         
Jewish objections against the Trinity in four points: Trinity is against Scripture, which confesses God’s Unity; 

by definition, the concept of divine generation distorts an essential equality between the divine persons; divine 

generation goes against divine simplicity; God’s simplicity excludes plurality; see Dahan, Les intellectuels 

chrétiens, 489. 
1198

 Lasker, Jewish Philosophical Polemics, 45-104; see also Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 488-489.    
1199

 The first argument, that Trinity implies matter, is already solved in three introductory questions put by the 

Rabbi to Friar Paul Christian: ‘What is the Trinity? Does it mean that the Deity has three physical bodies such as 

those of human beings? Said he, “No”. Does it mean, then, that the Deity has three refined entities, such as souls 

or angelic beings? Said he, “No”. Does it mean one entity derived from three, as bodies are derived from the 

four elements? Said he, “No”. If so, what is the Trinity? Said he, “Wisdom, will and power.”’ Chavel (ed.), vol. 

1, 320; Maccoby (trans.), 144.   
1200

 Lasker, Jewish Philosophical Polemics, 51.  
1201

 These two rabbis explicitly question the Christian attribution of the triad Power, Wisdom and Will to 

respectively the Father, Son and Holy Spirit; see ibid., 66-67. Lasker also discusses Nahmanides’s response to 

the Trinity; see ibid., 67-68.    
1202

 Ibid., 66.  
1203

 Ibid., 67.  
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to discern only three divine attributes is arbitrary. Third, analogies of the Trinity are always 

invalid; the divine Unity differs essentially from creation.
1204

  

If Raymond Martin wanted to convince his Jewish adversaries of the truth of the Trinity, he 

would need to address these three elements in particular. In the next chapter, where I will 

examine his Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio, we will discover that he did exactly that. His 

explanation of the Trinity in the Explanatio, which I discuss in the next section, was not 

addressed to Christians who were in discussion with Jews, but to Christians living among 

Muslims. I showed before that for Raymond a discussion with Muslims should be conducted 

mainly on the basis of rational arguments. As the rational objections of Muslim polemicists 

against Christianity did not differ essentially from those put forward by Jews, the Explanatio 

will give us an image of how rational criticism against the doctrine of the Trinity should be 

parried. Therefore, the Explanatio is a valuable background to the concise and biased 

reproduction given by Nahmanides of the arguments put forward by Peñafort and Paul 

Christian, the first being Raymond’s superior, the second one of his close co-friars.           

 

 

 

2. The Trinitarian Treatise of the Explanatio
1205

 

 

The first words of the Christian Creed, Credo in unum Deum, are an expression of the divine 

Unity, and precisely therefore they call forth the explanation of the Trinity. By definition, the 

Trinity is always explained in close connection with God’s Unity; not only because it is about 

the Tri-une God, but also because it seems to challenge divine Unity.
 
This is also the case for 

Raymond Martin. After adducing some New Testament evidence for God’s Unity and 

refuting the Muslim criticism that Christianity adores the cross, the holy Virgin, saints, and 

their images in a way similar to worshipping God,
1206

  Raymond comes to the Trinity. He 

starts by making a few preliminary remarks.
1207

 First, a demonstration of the Trinity of 

persons follows after the confession of the unity of God’s essence. Second, it is very difficult 

to understand and discuss the Trinity, since God is incomparably greater than any created 

intellect; not even angels can capture God as He is.
1208

 Although, according to Raymond, the 

                                                 
1204

 Mutius notes a difference between Nahmanides’s argumentation against the Trinity and his cabbalistic 

views. In his argumentation, the rabbi rejects the Trinitarian similitude, whereas the cabbalists from Gerona tried 

to visualize the unity of the divine sefirot by means of similitudes, like the unity of fire-flame-coal-spark; see 

Mutius, Die Christlich-Jüdische Zwangdisputation, 289. I disagree with Mutius on this point. That the cabbalists 

made use of similitudes to visualize the unity of the sefirot and, thus, the divine Unity, does not mean that they 

considered them as valid arguments to prove this Unity. The rest of Nahmanides’s argumentation shows his 

preoccupation with the relationship between divine attributes and divine essence, which certainly might be the 

preoccupation of a cabbalist.     
1205

 For a characterization of the Explanatio and a presentation of its structure, see Chapter Two, Section Three. 

For its structuring apologetic method, see Chapter Four, pp. 135-136. 
1206

 He explains that Christians do not adore them as God, but venerate them because they remind of the 

benefices through which God saved humanity. He is aware that this does not take away the problem of the 

veneration of the cross and images of Christ. After all, Christians believe that Christ is true God and true man, so 

it seems they produce images of God. But they do not, Raymond argues, since these images do not depict the 

divinity of Christ but his humanity. God cannot be depicted in any corporal form, since He is the highest Spirit. 

The Exodus ban on making images, finally, should not be understood as a prohibition of making images as such, 

but of making and adoring idols and gods, like the pagans used to do. ESA, a. 1 (456-457). 
1207

 Ibid. (457).  
1208

 Ibid.: ‘Sciendum est autem in principio, quod loqui de Trinitate difficillimum est, eo quod supra intellectum 

[est], non solum humanum, verum etiam angelicum; secundum quod prophete et sancti testantur [...] Cum enim 

Deus incomparabiliter sit maior omni intellectu creato, nullus intellectus creatus eum capere potest perfecte, 

sicut est.’ Raymond gives a dictum of Isidore of Seville here, saying that the holy Trinity is only known to God 
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Prophets, Apostles and the New Testament reveal the fact that God is one in essence and three 

in persons, rational understanding of this is impossible.
1209

 God, as He is (sicut est), is simply 

unknowable. This position is not only in line with Paul Christian’s response to Nahmanides in 

the synagogue of Barcelona, it also concurs with the mainstream tradition of Trinitarian 

theology, which had incorporated Augustine’s warning that ‘there is no subject where error is 

more dangerous, research more laborious, and discovery more fruitful than the Oneness of the 

Trinity (unitas trinitatis) of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.’
1210

 

As a consequence, Raymond wants to show the Trinity through biblical key-texts 

(auctoritates), followed by rational arguments (rationes): ‘In this matter, the demonstration 

through auctoritates is stronger and more certain for the believers.’
1211

 However, ‘in a way’ 

(quoquo modo), a rational argumentation also reveals a part of the Trinitarian truth, although 

it will always be better and safer to follow the Holy Scriptures in this matter.
1212

 Besides the 

fact that rationes may clarify the matter to a certain degree, there is a second reason why 

Raymond adduces them in the Explanatio and why they even cover the largest part of his 

explanation of the Trinity. ‘Since not all wise men accept the authority of the Holy Scriptures 

but believers and unbelievers can find each other [at the level of] rationes, we put forward 

some rationes after having presented the auctoritates in order to show the Holy Trinity.’
1213

  

In Chapter Four, I advanced that Raymond’s epistemic and apologetic position, of which 

these preliminary remarks concerning the Trinity are a brief expression, is very similar to that 

of Thomas Aquinas. Therefore, I do not agree with Gilles Emery’s statement that Raymond 

Martin belongs, together with Raymond Lull, to the missionary branch of a theological 

approach ‘that aims at establishing rationally (rationes necessariae) the Christian belief in the 

Trinity’.
1214

 For Lull this may be true, but for Raymond Martin it is certainly not.
1215

 In my 

                                                                                                                                                         
himself and to Christ incarnate: ‘Et Isidorus similiter dicit: Sancta trinitatis sibi soli nota est, et homini 

assumpto.’ 
1209

 Ibid.: ‘Et ideo, cum libri sancti sint a Deo, et Deus in libris suis per prophetas et apostolos et in Evangelio se 

unum esse in essentia et trinum in personis dicat, magis credendum est sibi de se per libros suos, quam alicui; 

quamvis perfecte intelligi non possit.’  
1210

 See Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 1. For example, Gilbert Crispin, drawing strong consequences from the view 

that the Trinity exceeds human understanding, notes in his Disputatio Iudaei, that it is too risky to discuss the 

Trinity with infidels, and in his Disputatio cum gentili, that it should only be debated between Christians. 

Deciding in the latter work to explain the Trinity not to the gentile but only to a Christian student, he does not 

employ rationes, only auctoritates from the New Testament (not from the Old) and Church Fathers. Other 

twelfth-century theologians were very cautious as well, for example those of the school of Laon were, ‘far more 

conservative in its use of rational arguments than Anselm of Canterbury’; Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 79-81.  
1211

 ESA, a. 1 (457): ‘Et hoc potest ostendi, primo per auctoritates; quia probatio per auctoritates in hac materia 

fortior est et certior fidelibus. Deinde rationibus et similitudinibus quoquo modo.’ See also the quotation in the 

next note.  
1212

  Ibid.: ‘Propter hoc, quamvis possit ostendi rationibus et similitudinibus quoquo modo quod Deus est trinus 

in personis, tamen securius est et melius credere libris sanctis in hac materia, cum rationibus et similitidinibus 

trinitas personarum perfecte ostendi non possit.’ Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, who notes that rationes cannot prove the 

Christian articles of faith, that they therefore should be employed very carefully, lest non-Christians might draw 

the conclusion that the Christian faith was based on weak arguments.        
1213

 Ibid.: ‘Verum, quia auctoritates sacrorum librorum non omnes recipiunt sapientes tam fideles communiter 

quam infideles rationibus acquiescunt, rationes aliquas post auctoritates ad ostensionem sancte trinitatis in 

medium proponemus.’  
1214

 Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 26. It should be noted that advocates of this approach (Emery mentions Anselm, 

Abelard, Richard of St. Victor, Bonaventura, Henry of Ghent) did not believe that the Trinity could be proved by 

rational arguments. They connected their rationes to the mystery of faith. ‘Within a knowledge derived from 

faith’, they aimed at putting forward rationes, recognizing ‘in natural reason a capacity to raise itself toward the 

Trinitarian mystery’, and considered these not only to be plausible but necessariae. Ibid., 16-23.    
1215

 Apparently Emery is not aware of the fact that the missionary approaches of Raymond Martin and Raymond 

Lull are usually presented in opposition; Lull as the grand optimist on the use of rationes concerning the 

demonstration of the tenets of the Christian faith to non-Christians, Raymond Martin as the more sceptic about 

the probative value of such reasons and an advocate of a more biblical approach; see Chapter Four. I nuanced 
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opinion, Raymond Martin should be classified among the second group which Emery 

distinguishes in medieval scholastic theology, and of which he sees Thomas Aquinas as the 

main representative. The approach of these theologians is characterized by a more ‘defensive’ 

apologetic reasoning that does not appeal to necessary reasons to affirm the Trinitarian faith, 

but which thinks itself capable, on the rational level, of disproving arguments advanced 

against belief in the Trinity.
1216

    

 

 

Probatio Trinitatis   

Raymond’s argumentation regarding the Trinity (probatio trinitatis) is divided in three 

sections: per auctoritates, per rationes, and per similitudines. It should be noted, however, 

that in these three sections he only intends to explain the word unum of the first article. He 

focuses on the relation between One and Three, showing how biblical facts point to a triplet of 

three persons (Father, Son, and Spirit) and how the human intellect might accept that divine 

Unity does not exclude divine Trinity. When it comes to the next word in the first article 

(Patrem) his explanation continues to address the Trinity, but he chooses another angle now, 

explaining the relation between the Father and the Son.
1217

 Finally the last words of the first 

article (omnipotentem and creatorem celi et terre) are explained. The second article (Et in 

Jhesum Christum, Filium eius unicum Dominum nostrum) forces him to return to the Trinity, 

this time to the question of how it is possible that ‘God has a Son’. Raymond restricts himself 

here to adduce biblical auctoritates. The rationes brought forward to solve this question were 

already given earlier, in the explanation of the first article, the probatio trinitatis.
1218

 Other 

questions follow then: whether Christ was God; whether he was the only Son (unicum); and 

whether he was our Lord (Dominum nostrum).
1219

 Similarly, the third article (Qui conceptus 

est de Spiritu Sancto, natus ex Maria Virgine) proceeds with Trinitarian theology, now 

discussing the Holy Spirit. Raymond explains why the creation of Christ’s body and soul and 

their uniting to the divine Word should be appropriated to the Holy Spirit, while it was in fact 

the work of the entire Trinity.  

In short, Raymond’s demonstration of the Trinity is not restricted to the probatio trinitatis 

of the first article. It continues in the following articles, where he discusses the divine persons, 

the way they are related to each other, their operations ad extra, and the divinity of Christ. In 

the following subsections, I will briefly summarize these various aspects of Raymond’s 

Trinitarian theology in due order.          

 

 

Probatio Trinitatis per auctoritates 

Why does a theologian, who states that a defence of the Trinity by auctoritates is stronger and 

more certain than a defence by rationes, submit a relatively brief explanation of the biblical 

key-texts and then provides a long section with rationes?
1220

 Because the addressees of the 

Explanatio were in the first place Christians who were somehow confronted with Islam and 

                                                                                                                                                         
this opposition, but made clear as well that Raymond certainly did not believe that the rationes he adduced to 

explain the articles of the Christian faith were necessariae, as Emery suggests he did.  
1216

 Ibid., 26. Emery discerns yet a third group, mainly appearing in the fourteenth century. The theologians 

belonging to this group created a gap between the theological and philosophical order. Emery advances 

Durandus of Saint-Pourcain (d. 1334) as a witness of this position. Durandus maintained that an article of the 

Christian faith is marked by its non-demonstrability and only based on biblical authority. He also dismissed the 

validity of similitudes to illustrate the Trinity; ibid., 25-26. 
1217

 ESA, a. 1 (463).  
1218

 Ibid., a. 2 (465-467).  
1219

 Ibid. (resp. 467-468; 468; 468-469).   
1220

 Ibid., a. 1 (resp. 458-459; 459-462).   
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Muslim objections to the Christian faith.
1221

 The many references to Mohammad, the Qur’an 

and the Islam imply that Raymond had Muslims in particular in mind, when he referred to 

wise men who do not accept the authority of the Holy Scriptures. Although for Raymond 

Scripture was the only source through which the truth of the Christian faith could really be 

proven, the Christians for which the Explanatio was written needed above all a thorough 

rational defence of their faith. After all, reason was the realm in which their faith was 

particularly challenged. 

More concise than the part with the rationes, the biblical demonstration is nevertheless 

rather substantial. First a set of New Testament key-texts is adduced, followed by evidence 

from the Old Testament.
1222

 There is only one biblical text discussed in detail: Gen 1:26 (‘Let 

us make man in our image and likeness’). As to the New Testament, first a few texts which 

express the distinction between the three persons are quoted, starting with Mt 28:19, the only 

biblical text that mentions Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in a plain formula. Then some 

Johanine texts are quoted in order to substantiate the essential unity of the distinct persons.  

The text of Gen 1:26 (faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostrum) is 

adduced for two reasons.
1223

 It shows, according to Raymond, that God speaks to Himself in 

the plural (faciamus). He immediately excludes the possibility that God would have spoken 

here to angels: ‘Angels are not creators.’
1224

 Another objection to a Trinitarian interpretation 

of this verse is that the plural should be taken as a pluralis maiestatis, that is, as an expression 

of God’s Majesty. Raymond notes that the use of pluralis maiestatis in relation to God is 

common in ‘Arabic books’.
1225

 His response bears a rational and a scriptural aspect. First, 

God does not need the plural to magnify and glorify Himself; he naturally exceeds everyone 

and everything. Second, there are hardly any Old Testament examples of God speaking in the 

pluralis maiestatis, but there are several examples of God being addressed in a way that 

points in the direction of a Trinity or a distinction between three divine persons, for example 

the words of David in Ps 67:7-8 (‘May God bless us, our God, may God bless us; and may all 

the ends of the earth fear Him’). According to Raymond, the threefold way of calling upon 

God is a hidden reference to the Trinity, whereas the singular personal pronoun ‘Him’ in 

verse 8 expresses His Unity. Several comparable examples are then mentioned.
1226

 

The Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio sets off in a similar way, as we will see. Of course 

biblical key-texts from the New Testament are left out then and Raymond draws only from 

Hebrew Scripture. But the same type of argumentation is employed, attempting to show 

Trinitarian traces in Gen 1:26 and in some expressions of different prophets.
1227

            

                                                 
1221

 See Chapter Two, Section Three; Chapter Four, p. 136. 
1222

 Among the Old Testament evidence, Gen 18:1-2, the key biblical text in the discussion on the Trinity during 

the Second Disputation of Paris, is lacking. This is surprising, since the appearance of God to Abraham in 

combination with the visit of the three ‘men’, was a classical Christian Old Testament prefiguration of the 

Trinity; see Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 210-213.     
1223

 Raymond’s quotations from Scripture in the Explanatio are all drawn form the Vulgate, which is not the case 

in the Capistrum and the Pugio, where he nearly always uses own translations from the Hebrew text.   
1224

 ESA, a. 1 (458): ‘Non potest dici quod loquitur ad angelos, cum angeli non sint creatores.’ 
1225

 Ibid.: ‘Quod si aliquis dixerit, quod non dixit faciamus et nostram ad insinuationem trinitatis, sed 

magnificentie sui ipsius, sicut est consuetudo usitata in libris arabicis, respondeo [...]’   
1226

 Ibid.: ‘Et non invenitur Deus enuncians, sive ennarans de se ipso plurali numero, nisi raro et in paucis locis; 

scilicet, quando innuitur personarum distinctio. Ideo dicit David propheta in Psalmo LXVI: Benedicat nos Deus, 

Deus noster, benedicat nos Deus, et metuant eum omnes fines terre. Et est sensus: Benedicat nos Deus, id est, 

Pater; Deus noster, id est, Filius, qui est Deus noster per carnis assumptionem; benedicat nos Deus, id est, 

Spiritus Sanctus. Ecce posuit ter Deum, ad insinuandam trinitatem personarum. Sequitur, et metuant eum omnes 

fines terre. In hoc quod dicit singulariter eum, notatur unitas essentie divine.’ Other passages quoted then are: 

2Sam 23:1-3; Ps 33:6; Is 6:3; Apoc 4:8.  
1227

 See PF III-I, c. 3 (ed. H, 44; ed. L, 484), of which the title is: ‘Tertium capitulum ubi sunt auctoritates 

ostendentes pluralitatem aliquam in divinis.’ The title of PF III-I, c. 4 is (ed. H, 76; ed. L, 490): Quartum 

capitulum in quo probatur distinctio et certus numerus personarum.’  
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Probatio Trinitatis per rationes  

The six rationes for the Trinity advanced by Raymond are not independent arguments. 

Together they form a clear line of argumentation, in which I see three focal points. The first, 

introductory ratio argues that to speak about a Trinity is neither nonsense nor arbitrary, but 

that it should be done in a modest, apophatical way by giving full weight to God’s Unity and 

transcendence. The second and third ratio, then, propose to understand divine Trinity in a 

dynamic way, by means of the concepts of emanation and communication. The fourth to the 

sixth ratio deal with the problem of divine properties and divine persons, and a kind of 

mediating terminology is then introduced, that of ‘personal properties’, which might help to 

cross the gap between a general understanding of divine attributes (all one ‘in’ God) and a 

specific Trinitarian one, distinguishing between three different persons.
1228

  

 

(1) The first ratio departs from two premises, which were widely accepted in medieval 

scholastic thought: (1) all caused things demonstrate their cause (omne causatum demonstrat 

suam causam), like iron heated by fire shows the heat of the fire; (2) in creation we find a 

common threefold structure; a statement confirmed by Aristotle, who holds that the number 

three is inherent to all things.
1229

 Given these two premises, Raymond concludes 

syllogistically that the highest Cause that created all things, must be threefold as well. At this 

point a third premise is set to work, correcting the conclusion of the first and second radically: 

God exceeds our understanding; whereas according to the first and second premise God must 

be Trinitarian in a way (quoquo modo), the third premise shows that this Trinity transcends 

human understanding. Our knowledge and images of the Trinity, being the knowledge and 

images of rational creatures, will finally collapse before the fact that we cannot know God as 

He is (sicut est). We can attribute certain properties to God, but there is a fundamental 

difference between how properties are connected to created things and to God. They are in us, 

but we cannot be identified with them. ‘In’ God they are not, because they áre God. What 

exists ‘in’ God is God and there is nothing ‘in’ God which is not God himself.
1230

 

The implication of this ratio is that the number three is not arbitrary, as advanced by the 

Jewish polemicists of the previous chapter. It is a structuring principle of the world, as 

Aristotle holds, and therefore it must be related somehow to God, the highest Cause of 

creation. Through this conclusion Raymond makes room for the validity of Trinitarian 

analogies. But at the same time he establishes a negative Trinitarian theology by emphasizing 

a fundamental cautiousness regarding our knowledge of God as He is, that is, his divine 

nature or essence. Raymond agrees with the polemicists against the Trinity that God’s Unity 

is the leading principle and that, consequently, divine attributes must belong to God’s nature 

and cannot be ‘a part’ of Him, since that would imply accidentality in God, which is 

                                                 
1228

 The rationes for the Trinity in the Explanatio were earlier discussed by Sancho, ‘La Explanatio’, 399-402; 

Solana, ‘Corroboración Filosófica’, 338-341; see also Carreras y Artau, Historia de la filosofía, vol. 1, 154-155. 

Marcial Solana’s article is in fact an analysis of the first ratio. Solana argues that it only proves that God is a 

Trinity of properties or attributes, not of persons, which is true of course. But when he blames Raymond that it is 

deficient since Raymond should have shown the Trinity of persons, he misses the point. The first ratio is not 

meant yet to argue that God is a Trinity of persons, only that to speak of Three in connection to One is not 

necessarily illogical or invalid. In the fourth ratio Raymond will introduce the term ‘personal properties’ and use 

these to explain the concept of divine perons.  Thus, Solana reads the first ratio too isolated. If he had discussed 

it in relation to the following rationes, he would have seen the purport of the first and concluded that Raymond’s 

use of the three divine properties unitas, veritas, and bonitas is an overture to his explanation of the Trinitarian 

persons. 
1229

 ESA, a. 1, ratio 1 (459): ‘Et hoc videtur innuere Aristoteles in principio de ‘celo et mundo’ dicens: Numerus 

ternarius est numerus omnis rei, et figurat trinitatem rerum’; see Aristotle,  De Caelo et Mundo, 2.68.10.  
1230

 Ibid.: ‘Quia proprietates cuiuslibet rei insunt ipsi rei et non sunt ipsa res. In Deo autem non sunt. Imo, omnes 

proprietates, que in Deo sunt, Deus sunt; quia nichil est in Deo, quod non sit Deus.’  
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impossible if God is One. In the Pugio he will clarify this by stating that the divine ‘Three’ 

should not be taken as a numeral.     

 

(2) Having thus safeguarded God’s Unity but concluded at the same time that God must be 

Trinitarian quoquo modo, the second ratio seeks to understand this divine Trinity by means of 

the concept of divine emanation.
1231

 The biblical starting point is the image of the 

inexhaustible spring from Jer 2:13 (‘They have forsaken me, the fountain of living water, 

which cannot be stopped by anything’). Now, as God is eternal and most perfect,  divine 

emanation must be the most perfect form of emanation, which is, as Raymond states, ‘natural 

emanation through generation’.
1232

 Whenever there is a generator (generans), there must be 

something being generated (generatus). The first we call Father, the second Son. Thus, from 

eternity there are a Father and a Son ‘in’ God. Scripture calls the Son of God the Father Word, 

since, like someone expressing a mental concept through a word, the Father brings about 

everything through the Son.
1233

 Of course Raymond argues for the essential equality of the 

Son and the Father. God’s emanation must be essential, not accidental, since accidence would 

simply distort God’s Unity. Therefore, ‘generating the Son, [the Father] gave his whole 

essence to him’, not a part of it and not posterior to himself, but entirely and in eternity. ‘The 

Father is never without the Son, as a fountain is never without the emanation of water.’
1234

    

There is in God yet another mode of emanation, one accomplished through the will (per 

modum voluntatis). This mode is related to divine generosity and gift (liberalitas doni). 

Scripture calls this second mode of emanation Holy Spirit. Like the generation of the Son, the 

gift of the Spirit is eternal, necessary, and essentially divine, not a part of God’s essence, but 

entirely God. It is the generosity of not only the Father, but of the Father and the Son 

together.
1235

 

Using the concept of divine emanation, Raymond cannot be silent about a question debated 

in philosophy and theology in those days, that is, whether the world is eternal or not. He states 

that those philosophers who adhere to the proposition that the world is an eternal emanation 

from God, have misunderstood the concept of divine emanation. Divine emanation is an 

eternal process without beginning. The same philosophers hold that the world was caused by 

the first Cause (which, they as well, call ‘God’). But causation implies beginning. And if the 

world has a beginning, it cannot be eternal. The objection that the world can be co-eternal 

                                                 
1231

 The ratio of divine emanation is e.g. provided as well by Thomas Aquinas in the ScG IV, c. 11, which starts 

with: ‘Principium autem huius intentionis hinc sumere oportet, quod secundum diversitatem naturarum, diversus 

emanationis modus invenitur in rebus’.  
1232

 ESA, a.1, ratio 2 (459): ‘Perfectissimo autem Deo modus perfectissimus emanationis est tribuendus; sed 

perfectissimus modus emanationis, qui potest esse, est naturalis, qui sit per generationem ; ergo emanatio Dei ab 

eterno est naturalis et per generationem.’ 
1233

 Ibid.: ‘Sed ubicumque est generans, ibi necessario est genitus, propter naturam relationis; ergo ab eterno in 

divinis est generans et generatus. Sed, qui generat, dicitur Pater et, qui gignitur, dicitur Filius ; ergo ab eterno in 

divinis, vel in Deo, est Pater et Filius. Hunc autem Filium Dei Patris sacra scriptura appellat Verbum hac ratione; 

quia, sicut aliquis per Verbum enunciat conceptum mentis, sic Pater per Filium omnia operatur, et etiam per eum 

fecit se hominibus in tempore manifestum.’ 
1234

 Ibid.: ‘Cum autem in Deo nullum est accidens, sicut dicit Boetius in libro de trinitate, hec emanatio Dei 

essentialis est, non accidentalis. Generando ergo Filium, totam essentiam suma sibi dedit; quia, cum sit 

simplicissimus, in eo pars cadere non potest; et ideo partem essentie sue dare non potuit. Necessario ergo dedit 

totam, et ideo Filius omnino equalis est Patri. Nec putes in generatione divina Filium posteriorem Patre tempore, 

sicut sit in generatione carnali, in qua filius necessario est posterior patre tempore. Sed in illa non sic. Imo sicut 

Pater est ab eterno, similiter et Filius est ab eterno. Non enim aliquando fuit Pater sine Filio, sicut nec fons sine 

emanatione aque.’ 
1235

 Ibid. (459-460) : ‘Item, cum duo sint principia emanationis nobilis, natura, scilicet, et voluntas; quedam est 

enim emanatio per modum nature, que generatio dicitur, quedam vero per modum voluntatis, qui ad 

liberalitatem spectat. Cum in Deo sit prima emanatio, que, scilicet fit per modum nature, id est, generatio Filii ; 

est etiam in Deo emanatio secunda, que est per modum voluntatis, scilicet, liberalitas doni.’    
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with its cause is invalid, according to Raymond. If God created the world ab eterno, He 

created it either from his essence, or by means of material outside himself, or from nothing. In 

the first case, the world would be God, which is false. In the second case, there would exist 

eternal material outside God, which is also false. In the third case, the only possibility which 

is valid, a ‘nothing’ precedes the world, which implies that the world is not eternal, since there 

cannot be temporal succession in eternity.  

It is clear that Raymond’s definition of eternity excludes creation. Creation is of a different 

order than divine emanation. The concept of divine emanation belongs to God’s life ad intra, 

while the concept of creation belongs to God’s works ad extra. In divine emanation, 

causation, temporal succession and materiality are impossible; it produces nothing besides 

divinity or divine essence. Divine creation, on the other hand, involves time and produces 

materiality.
1236

  

 

(3) The third ratio proposes another way of considering God as eternal source, or as 

emanation. ‘The good pours out itself’, Dionysius once said.
1237

 Since God is the Highest 

Good, he pours himself out eternally. Communicating himself belongs to his very being. It is 

therefore impossible to state that God is ever capable of withholding himself. Thus, through 

generation, God the Father communicates his whole being to the Son, and through the highest 

generosity both communicate the whole divine esse to the Holy Spirit. Halfway the third 

ratio, Raymond enters upon the problem of distinction. Since nothing generates or gives 

itself, he argues, it follows necessarily that generator, generated, and the gift of both are, 

somehow, distinct. In the next rationes, he examines how divine distinction can be understood 

in connection to divine Unity.     

     

(4) In the fourth ratio, Raymond introduces the common triad of divine properties. ‘No wise 

man’, he says, ‘denies that in God there is potentia, sapientia and voluntas, and thus in some 

way (aliquo modo) a Trinity is found in God.’
1238

 There is no essential difference between 

these properties in God, only ‘in ratione’, that is, in our thought.
1239

 To us these terms are not 

equal. For us they refer to different things, also when we relate them to God: God has the 

power to destroy the world at any moment, but He does not have the will to do so, otherwise 

He would have done so already, or He would do it now; God knows sin, but he cannot sin, et 

cetera. Thus, what regards the power, does not regard the will; what regards the knowledge 

does not regard the power, etc.  

Philosophers have not denied this Trinity in God, Raymond states. ‘They know the potentia 

Dei by the magnitude of his creatures, the sapientia by their disposition and order, and the 

bonitas by their utility.’
1240

 But they lack the knowledge of the ‘personal properties’, that is, 

the distinct meaning these properties get when they are attributed to one of the divine persons. 

Philosophy had only knowledge of the divine properties in so far as they were commonly 

attributed to the divine persons. Each person is sapiens, potens et volens, and the potentia, the 

sapientia, and the voluntas (or bonitas) of the three persons are one and the same, since God 

                                                 
1236

 See also Carreras y Artau, Historia de la filosofía, vol. 1, 155. 
1237

 ‘Bonum est difussivum sui, ut dicit Dyonisius.’ Quotation probably drawn from the fourth chapter of 

Pseudo-Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus, where the Araeopagite uses the expression ‘pouring out’ several 

times; cfr. Thomas Aquinas’s Summa theoligiae Ia, q. 5, a.4, ad. 2: ‘Item, bonum est diffusivum sui esse, ut ex 

verbis Dionysii accipitur quibus dicitur quod bonum est ex quo omnia subsistent et sunt.’  
1238

 ESA, ratio 4 (460): ‘Nullus sapiens ambigit, quin in Deo sit potentia, sapientia, et voluntas, et sic reperitur 

aliquo modo trinitas in Deo.’ 
1239

 Ibid.: ‘Et quamvis hec tria unum sint in essentia divina. Tamen est inter ea differentia quedam in ratione.’ 
1240

 Ibid. (461): ‘Hanc autem trinitatem non negaverunt philosophi. Cognoverunt, enim, potentiam Dei per 

magnitudinem creaturarum, et sapientiam per dispositionem et ordinem earundem, et bonitatem per earundem 

utilitatem.’ 



236 

 

is one. However, it can be demonstrated that each of these properties is attached especially 

(appropriatum) to a particular divine (biblical) person: potentia to the Father, sapientia to the 

Son and voluntas (or bonitas) to the Holy Spirit.
1241

 The rational soul provides an analogy of 

it: first a man has the capacity (potentia) to know, then he gets to know and then he wants and 

loves what he got to know. Thus, logically speaking, potentia comes first, sapientia second, 

and voluntas/amor third. Of course Raymond does not believe that such an analogy proves the 

Trinity, certainly not, but it helps to ascend to a certain knowledge of it.
1242

 In fact, the 

analogy falls short. After all, the potentia divina, the divine power, which Scripture calls 

Father, is pure act, while the human capacity or power to know, is not. But like the potentia in 

the rational soul, the Father is the principle of the other two properties.
1243

 And the Son is 

generated by the Father, like wisdom (sapientia) is generated by the power (potentia) to 

know. The Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, like the will (voluntas) or the 

love (amor) to share this knowledge stems from both potentia and sapientia.  

So, the knowledge of the philosophers ends at the avowal of God’s simplicity. They lack 

the knowledge of a particular distinction between the divine properties, which becomes clear 

when these are considered in connection to the divine persons. This higher level of knowledge 

can only be caught, when Law, Prophets and New Testament are accepted, Raymond 

notes.
1244

 Here the fundamental distinction between faith and reason, philosophy and 

theology, becomes clear again.
1245

 On its own power, reason can come to the confession of 

God’s simplicity, to the definition of divine properties, and to the conclusion that all these 

properties ‘in’ God are one. Only those who faithfully accept Holy Scripture can understand 

God as a Trinity of personal properties and persons.
1246

 

 

                                                 
1241

 Ibid.: ‘Attamen eorum noticia non fuit secundum proprietates personales, que sunt in ipsis personis distincte, 

sed secundum ea, que ipsis personis appropriantur, que sunt communia cuilibet persone. Nam quelibet trium 

personarum est sapiens, potens, et volens, et ipsarum trium personarum una est potentia, sapientia et voluntas 

sive bonitas. Est tamen appropriata potentia Patri, sapientia Filio, voluntas, sive bonitas, Spiritui sancto.’  
1242

 Ibid.: ‘Et huius simile ostenditur in anima rationali […] Primo enim habet homo potentiam sciendi, deinde 

scit, et postea vult et amat, quod est sibi notum per scientiam.’  
1243

 It would be wrong to translate potentia here as ‘potency’. It must be translated as ‘power’ or ‘principle’. The 

notion of potency cannot be attributed to God. The use of these three attributes is of course not an invention of 

Raymond. Abelard (1079-1142) and Hugh of Saint Victor (1096-1142) used it already. Thomas did this as well 

and he ascribes its source to Augustine (STh I, q. 39, a. 8), which was later attributed to Hugh of Saint Victor. 

See Lasker, Jewish philosophical Polemics, 63-64 (and notes on 203-204). 
1244

 ESA, ratio 4 (461): ‘Cum vero hec notitia trinitatis non sit nisi per appropriata personis tantum, recte supra 

diximus, quod noticia philosophorum de Deo, scilicet, quod in Deo est potentia, sapientia et voluntas, non fuit 

noticia ipsarum personarum distincte, sed noticia eorum, que ipsis personis appropriantur. Noticia autem 

trinitatis, sicut crediderunt patriarche et prophete et apostoli, et sicut credunt hodie christiani, que est secundum 

proprietates que sunt in ipsis personis distincte, altiori modo intelligitur quam intellexerunt philosophi. Quem 

modum non possunt intelligere, nisi illi, qui credunt et recipiunt legem et prophetas et novem testamentum, in 

quo clarius et manifestius declarata est trinitas, que est unus Deus, propriis nominibus personarum, que sunt 

Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus.’ 
1245

 See esp. Chapter Four,. 
1246

 The term proprietates personales, ‘personal properties’, was already used by Abelard. According to Emery, 

he laid the foundations of the scholastic treatment of, among other things, ‘the connection between the essential 

attributes of God and the properties of the persons’. ‘We must note in particular that Abelard’s theses will lead 

to the elaboration of the doctrine of “appropriations”, that is, the assignment of a common attribute (power, 

wisdom, goodness) to a particular divine person on account of a real affinity of this attribute with the property of 

the person (for example, the affinity between the common attribute of power and the property of the Father who 

is without principle). This however does not reserve an essential attribute to a particular person in an exclusive 

way.’ Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 8-9. For this elaboration (12
th

-13
th

 centuries), Emery refers to J. Châtillon, 

‘Unitas, aequalitas, concordia vel connexio. Recherches sur les origines de la théorie thomiste des 

appropriations (Sum. Theol., I, q. 39, art. 7-8)’, in: A. Maurer e.a. (eds.), St. Thomas Aquinas 1274-1974. 

Commemorative Studies (2 vols.), Toronto 1974, vol. 1, 337-379.   



237 

 

(5) In order to substantiate the argumentation of the three properties further, Raymond 

introduces the four principal causes: the causa efficiens, formalis, finalis, materialis. The first 

three can be applied to God (materiality of course cannot), and each one of them refers to one 

of the three properties, thus again showing a trinity. The causa efficiens refers to the potentia, 

to the power through which God created the universe; the formalis to the sapientia, to the 

wisdom through which God ‘specified’ and ordered everything; and the finalis to the bonitas, 

the goodness through which God preserves all being. In this fifth ratio, the shift is made from 

an immanent Trinitarian perspective to God’s work of creation ad extra.  

 

(6) The sixth ratio gives another analogy. It explains that God’s work ad extra is always the 

work of the entire Trinity, an important traditional Trinitarian rule. ‘Wherever one of the three 

is present, the other two are present as well […]; whatever one of the three brings about, the 

other two bring about as well.’
1247

 Raymond makes an analogy with a man, who is at the same 

time bishop, doctor, and teacher. They are one man, one nature, one essence. Wherever one of 

the three operates, the other two are present as well. But the spiritual care belongs to the 

bishop; this task must be ‘appropriated’ to the bishop, like the medical care to the doctor and 

the instruction of the ignorant to the teacher. In the same way, the three divine persons are one 

God, one nature, one undivided, simple essence. But these persons have a proprium, 

distinguishing them from each other and only properly fitting one of them. The proprium of 

the Father is to generate the Son; of the Son it is to be generated by the Father; of the Holy 

Spirit to proceed from both the Father and the Son; another proprium of the Father is to 

proceed from nothing; of the Son it is to be from the Father, of the Holy Spirit to be from both 

the Father and the Son.
1248

 Raymond’s analogy of the one man with three functions or 

professions and the One God in three persons falls partly short. ‘Appropriation’ is the 

classical Trinitarian term used when a divine property is attributed specificly to one of the 

divine persons, without being a proprium of this person. For example the property Wisdom is 

appropriated to the Son or the property Love to the Holy Spirit, while at the same the Father 

and the Holy Spirit must be called wise as well, or the Father and the Son must be called 

loving as well.  Therefore, Raymond rightly uses the term when he speaks about the specific 

tasks of the bishop, the doctor and the teacher; these tasks properly belong to one of the 

professions but do not distinguish the bishop in the man in an exclusive sense from the doctor 

in the man; after all, it is one and the same man. The term proprium is used in Trinitarian 

theology in order to distinguish the three divine persons exclusively in relation to each other. 

For example, a proprium of the Father is generating the Son; that of the Son to be generated 

by the Father. It is logically impossible that the Son generates the Father or the Father is 

generated by the Son. Thus, the analogy falls partly short since there is a fundamental 

difference between different functions in one man and different persons in One God.    

                                                 
1247

 Ibid., ratio 6 (462): ‘Et ubicumque est unus trium, ibi sunt et reliqui duo, cum sint omnes tres, una essentia 

simplicissima, ut dictum est. Item, quicquid operatur unus trium, operantur et reliqui duo.’ 
1248

 These are the classical five propria used in the Christian Trinitarian tradition. They are mentioned in the 

Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio as well; see further Chapter Nine. Ibid., ratio 6 (462): Ponamus unum hominem 

esse episcum, medicum et magistrum. Episcopus est homo. Medicus est homo. Magister est homo. Non tamen 

tres homines, sed unus homo, una natura, una essentia. Et ubicumque est unus trium, ibi sunt et reliqui duo. Et 

quicquid operatur unus trium, operantur et reliqui duo, excepto quod, attendere circa salutem animarum, 

appropriatur episcopo. Intendere vero circa salutem corporum, medico. Intendere autem circa instruccionem 

ignorantium, magistro. Similiter dicimus et credimus, quod in Deo sunt tres persone, scilicet, Pater et Filius et 

Spiritus sanctus […] Et ubicumque est unus trium, ibi sunt et reliqui duo, cum sint omnes tres, una essentia 

simplicissima, ut dictum est […] Habent tamen persone quedam propria, quibus invicem distinguntur. Proprium 

quidem est Patris de sua substantia generare Filium. Et hoc non convenit nisi Patri. Proprium est Filio generari a 

Patre, et hoc non convenit nisi Filio. Proprium est Spiritui sancto procedere simul a Patre et Filio, et hoc solum 

convenit Spiritui sancto. Item, proprium est Patris procedere a nullo. Proprium vero Filii esse a Patre. Proprium 

vero Spiritus sancti a Patre et Filio simul procedere.’  



238 

 

Four elements in these rationes are crucial. First, the apophatic emphasis. Second, the 

dynamic approach by using the concepts of divine emanation and communication (defining 

the generation of the Son as natural emanation/communication, and the procession of the 

Holy Spirit as emanation by way of gift through divine will). Third, the introduction of the 

term ‘personal properties’ as a means to conceptualize the divine persons, bridging the gap 

between rational argumentation and Christian dogma, ‘showing how the mystery accepted in 

faith may be grasped by the faith-based reason’, as Emery defined comparable efforts by 

Thomas Aquinas.
1249

 Fourth, the introduction of an analogy to show how the Trinitarian ad 

extra-rule does not oppose a Trinitarian thinking in terms of distinction.   

   

  

Probatio Trinitatis per similitudines
1250

   

Raymond then adduces a few well-known examples of more static analogies of the Trinity: 

the three burning candles spreading one light; light and warmth proceeding from the sun or 

fire.
1251

 At the same time, he acknowledges that ‘these similitudes are not perfect, since they 

are about temporal things and God is eternal’.
1252

 But there is not really a problem in using 

them, Raymond says; the Christian saints always did, and in the Qur’an God gives the people 

examples and similitudes in order to help them to understand Him.
1253

 The basic 

epistemological reason, however, for the validity of using analogies is that God, who is the 

causa efficiens of all things, must be present somehow in the things He caused, and that 

people (like angels) can only gain knowledge about Him from the effects He caused. This is 

confirmed by the words of the Apostle Paul in his first letter to the Romans (1:20): ‘The 

invisibilities of God are visible for the created intellect in the things He has made’.
1254

   

 

 

The name ‘Pater’ 

The probatio trinitatis of the Explanatio belongs to the explanation of the first words of the 

first article of the Apostles’ Creed: Credo in unum Deum. The next word is Patrem, and thus 

the field of Trinitarian theology is not left yet. Raymond notes that when Scripture calls God 

Father, it can mean two things. Sometimes Father is meant as a relative term to Son, thus 

expressing the distinction between the divine persons; sometimes it stands for the whole 

Trinity, thus expressing God’s relation to creatures.
1255

 For both alternatives, Raymond 

adduces passages from the Old and New Testament.
1256

  

 

                                                 
1249

 Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 120.  
1250

 The section on the similitudines covers the pages 462-463.  
1251

 The same or similar analogies are present in other medieval Christian writings against the Jews; see Dahan, 

Les intellectuels chrétiens, 432-434.    
1252

 ESA, a. 1 (462): ‘Verumtamen iste similitudines non sunt perfecte; cum res iste sint temporales, Deus autem 

eternus.’ 
1253

 Ibid.: ‘Et in Alcorano, in quo Deus loquens, secundum credulitatem sarracenorum, inducit similitudines 

hominibus ut ipsum intelligant [...] Inducit Deus similitudines hominibus ad hoc, ut recondentur, et modus 

loquendi per similitudines est multum usitatus in Alcorano.’  
1254

 ESA, a.1 (462): ‘Non igitur miretur aliquis si de Deo per similitudines loquimur, quia Deum, qui est causa 

efficiens omnium rerum, ut supra ostensum est, non possumus cognoscere in presenti prout est, nisi per causata 

ab ipso, que sunt effectus eius, in quibus apparet vestigium eius, et similitudo quoquo modo. Propter quod dicit 

Apostolus, [ad] Rom. I.: Invisibilia Dei a creatura per ea, que facta sunt, intellecta conspiciuntur.’ 
1255

 ESA, a. 1 (463): ‘Notandum autem quod aliquando Deus dicitur Pater relative ad Filium, et aliquando tota 

trinitatis dicitur Pater in respectu ad creaturas. Cum autem dicitur Pater relative ad Filium, distinctio exprimatur 

personarum.’ Cfr. e.g. Peter Lombard, Sent. I, dist. 29, c. 1-3; Thomas Aquinas, De Pot., q. 8, art. 3, a.3.  
1256

 For a comparison with the Pugio, the Old Testament passages adduced here in the Explanatio are of course 

important. These are: Ps 2:7, Ps 110:3, Mic 5:1, Isa 53:8, Prov 30:4. 
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3. Father, Son, and Spirit  

 

Article Two - Et in Jhesum Christum Filium eius unicum Dominum nostrum 

Two claims are brought forward at the start of the second article. First, that Christ is ‘Son of 

God’, which implies that he is God.
1257

 Second, if God is Son it means that He must be Father 

as well.
1258

 Raymond starts his explanation with the second point. Since the rationes for the 

claim that God has a Son from eternity were already given in the Trinitarian treatise, he now 

only submits auctoritates, first the biblical and then a few from a ‘wise man among the 

gentiles’, in this case Mercurius the Ethiopean (also called Hermes Trismegistus, Raymond 

notes).
1259

 For the claim that Christ is God, he gives six biblical reasons: (1) creatures obeyed 

him, (2) he had divine knowledge, (3) there was unnatural disturbance of the elements at the 

time of his death, (4) his resurrection, (5) his ascension to heaven, (6) his sending of the Holy 

Spirit to the apostles.
1260

 These arguments are buttressed by many quotations from the New 

Testament. The article ends by explaining the last three words of the article: unicum Dominum 

nostrum. Christ was the only (unicum) Son of God and, unlike the saints, he was not adopted. 

And Christ was our Lord (Dominum nostrum). As to the latter point, Raymond answers the 

question of why in the symbolum the title ‘Lord’ is reserved for the Son.
1261

      

 

 

Article Three – Qui conceptus est de Spiritu sancto, natus ex Maria Virgine 

In this article Raymond moves from the theme of the Trinity to that of the Incarnation. He 

argues that the Holy Spirit created the human body and soul of Christ in Mary’s womb and 

that at the moment of this creation the Spirit united Christ to the Word of God, the second 

person of the Trinity.  Christ was true God because he was the Word of God. He was a true 

and perfect man because he was united to the Word of God. Though Christ’s conception was 

a work of the whole Trinity, Scripture attributed it to the Holy Spirit since the Incarnation was 

a work of Love and Charity, which are divine properties commonly attributed to the Holy 

Spirit.
1262

  

Another question belonging to Trinitarian theology is that of why only the Son was 

incarnate, and not the Father or the Holy Spirit. Raymond uses the argument (ratio) that ‘who 

is the Son in the divine Trinity, should be the Son in humanity.’
1263

 He further adduces two 

analogies (similes) in order to show that it was not inconvenient that only the Son became 

man and not the whole Trinity. First, though the sun, the light, and the warmth are one in 

substance, only the light illuminates, and not the warmth, which warms and dries, things that 

the light cannot accomplish. Second, the rational soul, though essentially one, has three 

powers: a rational (rationalis), a concupiscible (concupiscibilis), and an irascible (irascibilis). 

Each of them perfoms an act or has a task which does not belong to the others: the rational 

power discerns between the true and the false; the concupiscible power desires logically 

                                                 
1257

 ESA, a 2 (465): ‘Et est sensus: Credo quod Jhesus Christus Dominus noster est unicus filius Dei. Et in hoc 

quod dicitur Filius Dei insinuatur quod ipse sit Deus. Sicut enim filius hominis homo est, sic filius Dei Deus 

est.’ 
1258

 Ibid.: ‘Si verus est Filius, hoc est quod Pater. Si Deus Pater, Deus Filius.’ 
1259

 Ibid. (465-467). The Old Testament authorities here are partly the same as those adduced to show that there 

is a distinction between the divine persons (see n. 1256): Ps 2:7, Ps 110: 3, Isa 53:8, Prov 30:4; new are Ps 

89:26, Ps 72:8, Prov 8:22-25, Isa 66:9, and Dan 3.  
1260

 Ibid. (467-468).  
1261

 Ibid. (469). 
1262

 Ibid.  
1263

 Ibid. (472).  
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(secundum rationem) the good or the convenient; the irascible strives for heights (ad ardua) 

and detests the opposite.
1264

     

But the main part of the third article is devoted to proofs that Christ was announced by Old 

Testament and gentile prophets,
1265

 that God had proper reasons to assume human nature (the 

Cur Deus homo question),
1266

 and that Christ must have already come.
1267

 The question why 

the Jews do not believe that Christ is the expected Messiah, is treated rather extensively as 

well.
1268

  

 

 

Article Eight – Credo in Spiritum Sanctum 

The explanation of the article on the Holy Spirit is dominated by the same two questions 

which also determined much of Raymond’s earlier elaborations on the Son: divinity and 

generation, or relation. The first part of it intends to prove that the Holy Spirit is God, the last 

that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father ánd the Son, the filioque-clause, which was a 

point of special concern in the discussion with the Greeks.
1269

 As to the point of the divinity 

of the Spirit, several biblical authorities are adduced, among which two from the Old 

Testament: Wisdom 1:7 and Jer 23:24. The argumentation regarding the procession of the 

Spirit consists, also here, of biblical reasoning and rationes. It starts with showing that the 

Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, quoting and explaining John 15:26: ‘When the 

Paraclete comes, which I will send you from the Father; the Spirit of Truth, which proceeds 

from the Father’. The second part of the verse shows that the Spirit proceeds from the Father, 

the first that he also proceeds from the Son. Raymond notes further that the words on the 

mission of the Spirit refer principally to the Spirit’s procession and secondarily to its mission 

to the world. The filioque-claim is further substantiated by quoting John 16:14: ‘He will 

clarify me, because he draws from me, and will make it known to you.’ He draws the essentia 

from the Son, Raymond argues, ‘the whole essence and not a part of it, because in God there 

are no parts.’
1270

 After that, Raymond returns to the analogies of the human mind and of light. 

The first is very similar to what we found in the second and fouth ratio on the generation of 

the Son, that is, the human mind can be compared to Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; the Father 

is the mind, the Son is knowledge, and the Spirit is love; the last proceeds from both the first 

and the second. The second analogy takes light as having splendour and warmth; the Son is 

splendour (with a reference to Heb 1:3), the Spirit is warmth. 

                                                 
1264

 The term ‘concupiscibilis’ refers to a (sensory) desire for something good or aversion for something bad; 

‘irascibilis’ also refers to a desire or aversion, but for something that is hard  (‘arduum’) to get or to avoid. 
1265

 Ibid. (469-471). 
1266

 Ibid. (471-472).  
1267

 Ibid. (473-474). The biblical key-texts advanced to prove that the Messiah had come already are: Gen 49:10, 

Dan 9:24-27, Isa 35:4-6, Ps 22:27.  
1268

 Ibid. (474-475). In Part Four, where I discuss Raymond’s view on Judaism, I will also consider his early 

position expressed here in the Explanatio.  
1269

 Further down Joel 3:1 and Isa 44:3 are adduced as evidence for the mission of the Holy Spirit. 
1270

 Ibid., a. 8 (483): ‘A Filio autem accipit suam essentiam, procedendo ab ipso ab eterno. Et hoc ipsum, quod 

Spiritus procedit a Patre, habet Filius a Patre. Accipit autem Spiritus sanctus a Patre et Filio procedendo ab ipsis, 

non partem sed totam essentiam, cum pars in Deo non cadat, sicut supra de dignitate Filii ostensum est in 

tractatu de trinitate.’ 
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4. Evaluation 

  

The Explanatio is a plain and straightforward explanation of the Apostles’ Creed. 

Notwithstanding the many references to the Qur’an and Muslim tradition, as a theological 

work it certainly is not a tour de force. Nevertheless, the Trinity gets much attention, is 

explained from different angles (auctoritas, ratio, similitudo), and it includes well-elaborated 

rationes. The structure and content of these rationes in the Explanatio correspond rather well 

to Christian approaches to the Trinity, as conducted by medieval Middle-Eastern and 

Andalusian Christian apologists before Raymond. Generally, the Trinitarian explanations 

found there contain five steps.
1271

 (1) God’s Unity and transcendence; (2) God’s properties (or 

attributes); (3) a triad of divine properties (including a reduction of all the divine properties to 

this triad); (4) attribution of the key member(s) of one triad to one of the divine persons 

(making them ‘personal properties’); (5) analogies and similitudes. The probatio trinitatis of 

the Explanatio only lacks the second element of point three: reduction of the many divine 

properties to the triad. This is surprising since it was an essential element and not only 

common in many Arabic-Christian apologies, such as the Apology of al-Kindi, but also 

present in certain Latin theological works, for example in De Sacramentis of Hugh of St. 

Victor.
1272

 In the Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio, Raymond repairs this omission, as we will 

see in the next chapter.  

The emphasis on a rational explanation of the Trinity, both in the Christian Contra Iudaeos- 

and the Contra Sarracenos-literature, and the fact that the Explanatio confirms this emphasis, 

makes it likely that in his report of the Disputation of Barcelona, Rabbi Moses ben Nahman is 

trustworthy when he presents us a Christian explanation of the Trinity conducted on the basis 

of rationes, however succinct and dissatisfying this reproduction may be. The Explanatio was 

written about five years before the Disputation of Barcelona. Though Raymond probably 

wrote it in Tunis, as I showed in Chapter One, there is a fair chance that the Dominicans in 

Barcelona had read it when they started their discussions with Nahmanides. Basing myself on 

my reading of the Explanatio, I can agree with Robert Chazan’s suspicion that the friars’ 

defence of the Trinity must have been more elaborate than Nahmanides reproduced it, and 

that the rabbi simplified the Christian position, in order to make his response superior in the 

eyes of his Hebrew readers.
1273

 In the previous chapter, I came to a comparable conclusion 

regarding the way the rabbi reproduced Paul Christian’s explanation of Dan 9:24-27. It is 

hardly imaginable that Paul Christian presented such a poor Trinitarian argumentation, while 

he had Raymond’s rationes, or other Trinitarian arguments from Contra Iudaeos literature, 

close at hand.   

Since the Explanatio was written well before the discussions between Paul Christian and 

Nahmanides, and since Raymond was closely connected to the dominicans of Saint 

Catherine’s in Barcelona, the Explanatio may give us a clue as to what the defence of the 

Trinity by Peñafort and Paul Christian really may have looked like. It seems likely that they 

used at least some of the arguments we encounter in the Explanatio. Notably: (1) the 

relationship between divine attributes and divine persons; (2) a definition of the persons by 

means of the concepts of divine generation and procession; (3) a clarification of these 

concepts through analogies, like that of the fountain or the operation of the human mind; (4) a 

substantiation of these concepts through quotations from the Old Testament which suggest the 

                                                 
1271

 See Burman, ‘Tathlîth al-wahdânîyah’, 114-117.  
1272

 Ibid., 117, 119. For the Risalat al-Kindi, see Tartar (trans.), 125-131; for Hugh of St. Victor, see De 

Sacramentis, 1.3.9; PL 176: 231a-b: ‘Whatever is said about God and believed truly about Him is reduced to 

these three’; Burman, ‘Tathlîth al-wahdânîyah’, 119.  
1273

 See before, Section One. 
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possibility of divine generation, the existence of a divine Son (or Word) and a Holy Spirit; (5) 

all this conducted with a strong emphasis on the Unity of God and the eternal, intra-divine 

character of divine procession;  

As to the fourth point, the Trinitarian argument in the Explanatio includes biblical 

reasoning as well, particularly in its clarification of the names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. It 

is suspicious that this is completely absent in Nahmanides’s reproduction of the discussion in 

the synagogue. Did Nahmanides leave it out or, another possibility, did Peñafort and Paul 

Christian experience a certain degree of uneasiness about how to discuss the Trinity with Jews 

on the basis of Hebrew Scripture. This may have been the reason why the theme was not part 

of the Disputation itself. The friars certainly had to face the problem that the Trinitarian 

doctrine was mainly developed on the basis of New Testament statements and that these were 

useless in discussions with Jews from the apologetical view they employed. Their 

investigations into Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, one of Paul’s main sources, 

probably had not progressed enough to be helpful in explaining the Trinity, so that they fell 

back on rationes. This is confirmed by the Capistrum, which Raymond wrote in the direct 

aftermath of the Disputation. The theme of the Trinity is almost completely absent here. In the 

Pugio, written more than fifteen years after the Disputation of Barcelona, Raymond proved to 

be ready to write a sophisticated Trinitarian treatise that could address Judaism seriously, 

combining facts from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature with biblical and logical 

reasoning.  
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CHAPTER NINE 

 

 

THE TRINITY IN THE PUGIO 

 

 

 
The probatio trinitatis in the Explanatio shows hardly any attempt to integrate biblical and 

rational arguments into a coherent argumentation. The three sections, with respectively the 

auctoritates, the rationes, and the similitudines, are presented separately, which is not 

surprising in view of the fact that the Trinitarian rationes of the Explanatio are located in a 

Contra Sarracenos-context, in which biblical auctoritates have no power. The Trinitarian 

treatise of the Pugio provides a different image. Biblical auctoritates have grown out to 

mature scriptural reasoning, combined with statements from rabbinic literature; rationes no 

longer stand apart, but their main thrust, the concepts of divine properties and intra-divine 

relation and generation, has become an integral part of scriptural reasoning and the use of 

rabbinics.
1274

 The main intention of the present chapter is to show how Raymond combines 

these three sources of knowledge, Hebrew Scripture, rabbinic literature, and rationes 

(including similitudines), in the Pugio to a coherent probatio trinitatis.   

Raymond tries to explain the doctrine of the Trinity from three angles. Two of them 

together form the Trinitarian treatise (III-I) and the third returns at several moments and in 

different forms in the rest of the Pugio (III-II; III-III). I propose to describe these three ways 

as follows: (1) divine Unity and divine properties; (2) intra-divine relation and personal divine 

properties; (3) analogies of the Trinity. The shift from the first to the second way is between 

chapter five and six of the Trinitarian treatise. The title of chapter six reads: ‘Where another 

mode of persuading of and speaking on the Trinity starts’.
1275

 I will make clear exactly which 

is the change in the argumentation below.  

Considering the internal structure of the Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio, I see important 

similarities with the way Raymond structured his Trinitarian arguments in the Explanatio. If 

we take all his argumentation on the Trinity in the Explanatio together, that is, the probatio 

trinitatis in Article One and arguments related to the doctrine of the Trinity in the subsequent 

articles, we recognize the overall structure of the Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio: divine 

Unity (chs. 1-2); a multiplicity of divine properties that can be reduced to a triad (chs. 3-4); 

the introduction of the term ‘personal divine properties’ (chs. 4-5); intra-divine relation and 

divine generation of the Son/the property of Wisdom (chs. 6-7); divinity of the Son/Wisdom 

(chs. 8-9); Holy Spirit and his identification with the divine property of caritas, bonitas, 

voluntas (ch. 10). This is interesting, since at the surface the Trinitarian argument in the Pugio 

has a completely different image than that in the Explanatio. In the Pugio the evidence is 

                                                 
1274

 A comparison with the Summa contra gentiles would be interesting. Not that Thomas used Hebrew Scripture 

or rabbinic literature, but, as Emery notes, in the Trinitarian treatise of the Contra gentiles (ScG IV, cs. 1-26) 

‘there are far more biblical texts discussed and cited than is customary in Thomas’s other treatises on the 

Trinity’ and ‘there is no shortage of references to the Old Testament (the Psalms and Wisdom books are the 

most prominent), for faith in the Trinity is already present, in a veiled but real form, in the Old Testament.’ 

Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 89, 90. Emery refers to J. Fidalgo Herranz, ‘La SS. Trinidad en la Suma contra los 

gentiles. Fuentes bíblicas’, EB 1986 (44), 145-146 (biblical references table) and 174-178. The author counts 

127 Old Testament citations in the Trinitarian treatise of the ScG. Emery, Trinity in Aquinas, 89, n. 56.         
1275

 PF III-I, c. 6 (ed. H., 130; ed. L, 507): ‘Ubi est alius modus persuadendi, et loquendi de trinitate.’ Another 

sign that Raymond is about to make a new move, is given at the end of chapter 5: PF III-I, c. 5, n. 5 (ed. H, 128; 

ed. L, 506): ‘Si cui vero modus quem ego sive disputando sive persuandendo iudaeis et sarracenis, mysterium 

trinitatis semper tenui, magis placuerit, sequens legat capitulum.’  
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drawn from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, whereas the argumentation in the 

Explanatio consists mainly of rationes.
1276

 The similar internal structure of both treatises, 

however, leads me to suspect that the Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio displays a more 

intimate relation between auctoritas and ratio than is generally noted in modern studies on the 

Pugio. Therefore, I intend to show at the end of this chapter that, for example, the following 

observation of Gilbert Dahan needs correction: ‘Raymond Martin connaît bien la philosophie 

(Aristote et ses sequaces musulmans): mais dès qu’il s’adresse aux juifs, il ne peut que donner 

une argumentation à base d’auctoritates, laissant de côté la ratio.’
1277

 

 

 

 

1. Divine Unity and Divine Properties 

 

God’s Unity and Simplicity 

The first two chapters of the Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio intend to settle divine Unity in 

two ways. The first chapter advances the transcendence of the divine Unity, arguing that it is 

incomparable to any form of unity we know of.  The second chapter enters upon the concept 

of divine Unity and intends to prove that there is only One God. The first chapter states that 

the doctrine of the Trinity does not deny God’s Unity, since though it distinguishes three 

divine persons they are One in essence and nature. The second chapter adduces first two 

rationes and then three biblical auctoritates for the claim that there is only One God (1Sam 

2:2, Deut 32:39, and Ps 86:8). The order of first rationes and second auctoritates is of 

interest. It means that Raymond believes that this point can be proven demonstratively by 

human reason. Raymond states that it is ‘a very firm and fixed concept of the mind that 

essentially (naturaliter) God can only be One.’
1278

 He brings forward the arguments of the 

summum bonum and the summa potentia, substantiating the last point with the conclusion of 

Aristotle that Excellence and Superabundance can fit only one.
1279

 These first two chapters 

are relatively short.
1280

 The reason is, as Raymond notes in chapter two, that the point of 

God’s existence and his Unity is confirmed by ‘the Jews and all who believe to have a 

[religious] law’. Thus there is no need to dwell further on this issue.
1281

 

 

 

A certain plurality in God 

The discussion with Judaism starts from chapter three onwards. Raymond sets off by 

adducing several passages from Hebrew Scripture, which, according to him, indicate a certain 

plurality in God. Three types of examples of apparent divine plurality are distinguished: (1) 

triplets of God’s names (for example, Deut 6:4, Ps 7:8, Ps 50:1); (2) the plural form of the 

word Elohim, ‘God’; (3) plural verbs having God as grammatical subject (e.g. Gen 1:26, 11:7, 

or 35:7).
1282

 With regard to the word Elohim, Raymond quotes GenR (1:1), where Rabbi Huna 

                                                 
1276

 See D. Muñoz León, D., ‘La Trinidad en el Antiguo Testamento y los commentarios rabínicos según la obra 

Pugio fidei de Raimundo Martí’, in: J. Soto Rabános (ed.), Pensamiento medieval hispano. Homenaje a Horacio 

Santiago-Otero (2 vols.), Madrid 1998, vol. 2, 1081-1095. 
1277

 Dahan, ‘L’usage de la ration’, 304.  
1278

 PF III-I, c. 2, n. 1 (ed. H, 52; ed. L, 483): ‘Haec est firmissima, et fixa mentis conceptio, quod non potest 

esse nisi unus naturaliter deus’.  
1279

 Ibid., n. 2-3 (ed. H, 52; ed. L, 483). 
1280

 Ibid.  
1281

 Ibid., n. 1 (ed. H, 52; ed. L, 483): ‘Et Iudaei, et quicunque legem credunt habere, hoc clamitant, non oportet 

ad probandum hoc multum insistere.’ 
1282

 As in the Explanatio, Raymond does not adduce Gen 18:1-2, which was common Christian evidence for the 

prefiguration of the Trinity in the Old Testament; see Chapter Eight, p. 232, n. 1222.  
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says that the plural form of this name always goes together with a singular verbal form.
1283

 

The rabbis draw a similar conclusion with regard to the third type. Here Gen 1:26-27 is the 

prime example: ‘Then God said: “Let us make man” […] So God created man […]’. Here 

Raymond adduces the commentary of GenR and GenR of Moses ha-Darshan.
1284

 These 

rabbinic texts conclude that God speaks in the plural but that the adjoining sentences show his 

Unity. The minim (‘heretics’), however, seize the plural personal noun as evidence for the 

existence of two divine principles. The rabbis, in response to the heretics, conclude from the 

singular verbal form that God is One. Raymond supports them, but argues at the same time 

that the Hebrew biblical examples of a combination of divine singular and divine plural show 

that God’s Unity does not exclude a certain plurality, not in his essence but in ‘property’, in 

‘person’. Raymond’s use of the heretic position is remarkable. He argues that Jews and 

Christians share a common heritage regarding the doctrine of divine Unity, and that the 

Jewish criticism against the heretic doctrine of two divine principles does not apply to the 

Christian doctrine of three divine persons, since the term divine person is an intra-divine term, 

while the term divine principle distorts God’s Unity.
1285

 He intends to prove to the Jews that 

the Trinitarian doctrine is the result of a thorough biblical reading, which leads to a more 

intricate understanding of divine Unity. Not one of the quoted rabbis can really defile the 

mystery of the Trinity, Raymond states. Their objections are only valid against a plurality of 

divine principles, a proposition dismissed by Christianity as well.
1286

 

Comparing this chapter in the Pugio to the section in the Explanatio where biblical 

auctoritates were advanced to illustrate the Trinity, it is obvious exactly how much 

Raymond’s argumentation has since developed.
1287

 In the Explanatio only the first and third 

type of divine plurality were brought forward. Of the third type it gave only one example, Gen 

1:26, and the argumentation regarding this verse addressed the Muslim suggestion that God 

speaking in the plural is a form of pluralis maiestatis. The Pugio adds the second type, gives 

several examples of the third type, and takes up the rabbinic dictum against the minim that 

‘wherever you find an objection apparently supporting the position of the heretics, you will 

also find the remedy for it nearby.’
1288

 The objection of the pluralis maiestatis is not 

mentioned in the Pugio, perhaps because Raymond did not encounter it in rabbinic literature. 

Instead, he advances a rabbinic solution to a similar problematic verse, Eccl 2:12, ‘What is 

man that he enters after the king because they [God] made (fecerunt) him.’ EcclR on this 

verse suggests that God created man together with his בית דין (‘court of law’).
1289

 Raymond 

states in response that creation can only be attributed to the Highest Court, which is the Father 

together with his judges the Son and the Holy Spirit, who are no divine principles in the sense 

meant by the heretics, but the One and only principle of creation.
1290
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 PF III-I, c. 3, n. 2 (ed. H, 56; ed. L, 484).  
1284

 Ibid. (ed. H, 58; ed. L, 484-485).  
1285

 Ibid., n. 3 (ed. H, 68, ed. L, 486).  
1286

 Ibid.: ‘Intuere quod neque iste rabbi, neque praedicti, nec aliquis de antiquis, cuius dicta de ista materia 

viderim inficiatur mysterium trinitatis; sed tantum plura principia, vel plures deos. Quod certe omnis Christiana 

religio non minus ipsis, imo amplius detestatur.’   
1287

 See ESA, a. 1 (458-459). 
1288

 PF III-I, c. 3, n. 2 (ed. H, 58; ed. L, 485): ‘Dixit quoque rabi Çamlay: In omni loco in quo tu inveniens 

obiectionem pro haereticis, tu quoque eris inveniens medicamentum eius in latere ipsius.’ (A quotation from BR 

of Moses ha-Darshan). And ibid., (ed. H, 62; ed. L, 485): ‘Dixit rabi Yohanan: Omnis locis unde Epicuraei facti 

sunt haeretici responsionem habet in latere.’ (A quotation from BT Sanh (38b)).  
1289

 Ibid. (ed. H, 66-68; ed. L, 486).  
1290

 Ibid., n. 3 (ed. H, 68-70; ed. L, 486): ‘Item nota quod in proxima glossa ubi dicitur quod deus sanctus et 

benedictus fecit Adam et domus iudicii eius. Salvo meliori iudicio, deus sanctus et benedictus est pater, et 

domus iudicii eius filius, et spiritus sanctus. Qui non sunt quidem secundum fidem christianam duo, vel tria 

principia, sed unum tantum principium omnium creaturarum visibilium, et invisibilium.’   
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Another statement of Raymond should be noted here, since it pertains to the interest of 

Hebrew Scripture in discussions with Judaism. He finds it understandable that many of the 

signs of plurality in the godhead have been ‘scratched off’ in Christian translations; the plural 

Elohim, for example, was translated as the singular God.
1291

 But by doing this, he says, 

Christians have robbed themselves of a possibility to convince the Jews of the truth of the 

Trinity.  

 

 

Jewish and Christian doctrines of divine properties 

So, the Trinity is not a triad of divine principles. But how should it be understood then? It is 

the Jewish doctrine of divine properties (middot), which serves Raymond to give some 

clarification. In chapter four, he specifies the meaning of divine plurality ‘within’ divine 

Unity, advancing biblical statements that ‘seem to show a distinction between the persons of 

the Father and the Son’,
1292

 and adding passages from rabbinic literature which appear to 

confirm this. For example, after having quoted Hos 1:7 (‘I will take care of the house of Judah 

and I will save them in the Lord, their God’), Tg Jon on the verse is adduced; it gives the 

following translation of the verse in Aramaic: ‘I will save them in the Memra ("Word") of the 

Lord, their God’.
1293

 In the same way Tg Jon is cited after having adduced Zech 2:14. The 

Targum clarifies we-shakhanti betokhekh (‘I will dwell among you’) by the translation ‘I will 

put my Shechinah among you’ (Raymond: ponam deitatem meam in medio tui). According to 

Raymond, such explanations of the biblical text prove that the Targum translators deliberately 

distinguished between God and his Word, or his Presence. 

The central biblical passage in this chapter, however, is Isa 48:16, ‘Draw near to me and 

hear this: From the beginning I have never spoken in secret; from the time of his Being [Esse] 

I was there; and now the Lord God has sent me, and his Spirit’. Raymond maintains that this 

verse ‘distinguishes the whole Trinity briefly and succinctly, but not less plainly and 

openly.’
1294

 After quoting the Hebrew original and giving his own Latin translation, he 

adduces the Glossa Ordinaria, showing his students that his Trinitarian interpretation is 

rooted in Christian tradition.
1295

 He then starts a discussion with Rashi about the verse. In his 

commentary on Isa 48:16 and Mal 1:1, Rashi adduces glosses stating that all prophets were 

present at the revelation on the Sinai and that Isaiah, saying ‘I was there’, spoke about 

himself. Raymond, of course, follows the Christian gloss and argues that Isaiah’s words were 

spoken in persona Filii Dei: It was the Son of God who said to the peoples: ‘draw near to me 

and hear this’; from the very beginning he was in Patre; it was he who was sent by the Lord 

God, that is, by the Father, together with the Spirit, from whom Christ was conceived.  

But Raymond does not only submit his own position. He also puts forward evidence from 

the rabbis in order to counter Rashi’s position. (1) David Kimhi’s explanation of the 

proposition –מ (מראש; me-rosh, ‘from the beginning’); besides de, ex, ab, or abs, it can 

sometimes also mean in; and thus me-rosh can be read here as: ‘in the beginning’, that is, in 

Patre. (2) The Mekhilta maintains that the Law was given at the Sinai in public (‘not in 

secret’, as the verse says), since if it had been given in the Land of Israel the gentiles could 
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have said that they had no part in it.
1296

 (3) Neither Moses nor one of the prophets ever 

referred to a presence of the souls of all the prophets at the Sinai. Raymond’s conclusion, 

thus, is that Rashi’s interpretation should be rejected on the basis of Scripture and the 

rabbis.
1297

 He blames Rashi that he is ‘one of these exceedingly rash modern foxes, who do 

not follow the right but always the crooked paths, trying to pervert […] the book of Isaiah and 

similarly all other [biblical] books’.
1298

  The structure of the argument is exemplary for many 

others in the Pugio: quotation of a biblical auctoritas; Christian interpretation; Jewish 

interpretation; rejection of the Jewish interpretation in several steps, always including 

evidence from the rabbis; conclusion and accusation of the rabbis and/or the Jews. 

In the last part of chapter four, Raymond starts to explain the Trinity by means of the 

concept of divine properties. He first quotes MidrPss (on v. 50:1) and GenR (on v. 1:1), which 

suggest that God created the world with three names or properties (מדות; middot), and he 

adduces GenR of Moses ha Darshan (on v. 42:6), which says that the heavens were created 

‘through the Word’ and ‘through the Spirit of his mouth’. Besides pointing to the triadic 

distinctions made by Jewish biblical commentaries, Raymond emphasizes again the essential 

unity of these middot. The fact that these rabbinic dicta are not incidents but part of a more 

fundamental Jewish belief in divine properties, is substantiated by Raymond with BT Pes 

(113b): ‘Three things are loved by God, that is, the one who does not get angry, the one who 

does not get drunk, and the one who does not stand against His properties.’
1299

 The Jewish 

doctrine on the middot then forms the starting point of the next chapter.  

The difference between the Christian and Jewish doctrine of divine properties is made clear 

in chapter five. A common ground is advanced there as well. Of special interest is Raymond’s 

solution to bridge the gap between these two doctrines. The concept of divine 

middot/properties is used at the service of an explanation that Jews will not distaste and at the 

same time will not disregard the Trinitarian doctrine. This is a clear example of the 

methodical maxim we encountered earlier: in order to get a discussion going and to have any 

chance to be persuasive one should try to incorporate elements of the adversaries’ position. 

The chapter sets off with the objective for what follows in the rest of the Trinitarian treatise. 

Raymond says he wants to demonstrate that the three divine persons are One God and that in 

Hebrew Scripture they already have the names Father, Son and Holy Spirit.
1300

 After having 

noted that the Hebrew word middah means primarily ‘measure’ (mensura), and that it has 

derived meanings, like ‘mode’ (modus, mos), ‘habit’ (consuetudo), ‘property’ or ‘quality’ 

(proprietas seu qualitas), he argues that when Jews use the term middah in divine matters, it 

means ‘property’ or ‘quality’. In this respect they use the word middah in a broader and less 

technical sense than Christians use the word proprietas. The Christian theological use of 

proprietas is then described.
1301

 Raymond advances the Christian scholastic use of the term 

proprietas, noting that Augustine distinguished five divine properties: paternitas, 
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innascibilitas, filiatio, processio and communis spiratio.
1302

 He explains that these five can be 

called ‘notions’ because they denote the divine persons, ‘distinctions’ because they 

distinguish them, ‘relations’ because by being related to each other the persons always refer to 

one another, and ‘properties’ because they properly belong to one person.
1303

 Subsequently, a 

quotation from Thomas Aquinas follows, though Thomas’s name is not mentioned. It is taken 

from the corpus of In 1 Sent., d. 26 q. 2. a. 3, where he subdivides the five properties 

mentioned above. Three are called ‘personal properties’ (paternitas, filiatio and processio); 

‘personal’ because they ‘constitute’ a person. The other two (innascibilitas, communis 

spiratio) are specific ‘notions’ of a person, but are not ‘personal’. Of these five notions 

paternitas and innascibilitas belong only to the Father, filiatio belongs to the Son, and 

processio belongs to the Holy Spirit; communis spiratio is strictly speaking not a property 

because it belongs to two persons, that is, to the Father and the Son, but it may be called a 

property since it is the proprium of two persons together: the Father and the Son from whom 

the Holy Spirit proceeds. Further, of these five only four are ‘relations’: paternitas, filiatio, 

processio and communis spiratio; innascibilitas is strictly speaking only a relation insofar it is 

reduced to the genus of ‘affirmation’, like ‘not a human being’ affirms the existence of the 

genus ‘human being’.
1304

  

‘To put it briefly’, Raymond concludes, ‘the [personal] properties and the persons are one 

and the same thing according to the judgment of our maiores. They differ only in ratio: 

personal property and person are like the abstract and the concrete in one and the same 

genus.’
1305

 This again seems to be inspired by Thomas, even though it is hard to prove that 

Raymond quotes him here.
1306

 The conclusion finally is warranted by Bernard of Clairvaux, 

of whom Raymond inserts the following words: ‘The Catholic faith confesses that the 

properties of the persons are nothing else than the persons and they are nothing else than the 

One God, the one divine substance, the one divine nature.’
1307

 

The identification of ‘personal property’ and ‘person’ enables Raymond to avoid the use of 

the term ‘person’. This is essential because Raymond knows that ‘the Jews strongly detest to 
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hear the term “persons” in God’, as he makes clear at the end of the chapter.
1308

 In the term 

‘personal property’ he hopes to have found the clue to address a Jewish audience whenever 

the Trinity needs to be explained. He points out that Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not divine 

persons in the sense of different divine principles or gods, since this would imply distinction 

in the godhead, but a particular type of middot. In the remainder of chapter five, Raymond 

shows that the several middot discerned in Jewish tradition are to be subsumed under the three 

main middot which are identified in Christianity, that is, potentia, sapientia, and 

bonitas/voluntas, and that these three (and their equivalents) must be attributed on biblical and 

logical grounds to respectively the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, or to the Christian 

proprietates fatherhood (paternitas), sonship (filiatio), and procession (processio).  

Raymond presents a few rabbinic opinions on the number of the divine middot. First he 

adduces the locus classicus in which the Jewish doctrine on the middot is rooted, Ex 34:6-7. 

He shows how the rabbis distinguish here thirteen middot, with some variation in defining 

them.
1309

 Subsequently MidrPss (on v. 93:5), GenR of Moses ha-Darshan (on v. 1:2), and BT 

Hag (12a) are brought forward in order to substantiate the tradition of ten middot. Although 

Raymond does not name the authorities to prove it, he claims that there are rabbis who 

attribute twenty-three middot to God and do not hesitate to find innumerable others in 

Scripture.
1310

 He typifies the Jews as ‘blinds caressing the wall of truth’, paraphrasing Isa 

59:10, ‘We grope like blind men along a wall, feeling our way like men without eyes’.
1311

 

According to Raymond, the Jews accuse Christians of ‘crushing the divine Unity’, while they 

themselves proclaim a multitude of middot. Christians limit themselves to three central middot 

and subsume all the others mentioned in Scripture under this Trinity.
1312

 

Thus, the Jewish accusation that the Trinity is illogical and absurd, is reversed. Raymond 

argues that the Trinity is a sound and logical arrangement of scriptural facts.  He pushes his 

reader to trim the scriptural bush of divine middot to three main branches. He quotes GenR of 

Moses ha-Darshan (on v. 1:2), which reads: ‘R.Sutra, son of Tobia, said that Rav said: “In ten 

properties of God Holy and Blessed the world was created and they are the following: 

sapientia, prudentia, scientia, fortitudo, robur, increpatio, justitia, judicium, pietas et 

miserationes (or misericordiae).”’
1313

 Then he states: ‘We cut them back very properly to a 

Trinity of attributes, that is, potentia, sapientia and bonitas (or bona voluntas).’
1314

 Robur, 

justitia, judicium, and increpatio belong to potentia; sapientia, prudentia, and scientia (or 

notitia) are synonymous; pietas, misericordia (or miserationes) belong to bonitas. And ‘these 

three, that is, potentia, sapientia and bonitas (etc.), are not "persons" or "personal properties", 

they are three appropriata ("appropriations") changing [of meaning] when they are connected 
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to the [divine] Person to which they correspond.’
1315

 The Father corresponds to the potentia, 

that generates the sapientia nata or genita, which corresponds to the Son.
1316

 Amor, dilectio, 

caritas, bonitas or bona voluntas corresponds to the Holy Spirit, who proceeds from the 

Father and the Son together.
1317

  

The analogy of potentia, sapientia and bonitas, which was used already in the Explanatio, 

is presented here as the logical outcome of scriptural facts concerning the divine middot. In 

the Explanatio we saw that Raymond made a distinction between knowledge of divine 

properties and knowledge of the divine persons, the first being primarily philosophical and the 

second biblical.
1318

 In the Pugio the same distinction is made, but with the difference that the 

rabbinic position is opposed here to the Christian. The persons, or personal properties, are 

Raymond’s key to a more developed doctrine of the divine middot. The main operation of 

chapter five is a reduction of the many divine middot distinguished in Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic literature to three capital middot (potentia, sapientia, bonitas), and to appropriate 

these three to the three personal middot (Father, Son and Holy Spirit).  

For Raymond this entails a higher rationality than the way the rabbis express their doctrine. 

He tries, moreover, to play the rabbis off against one another. Pointing to their discord is an 

important part of his refutation. On this point, his view is once again in accordance with 

Thomas Aquinas, who said: ‘For, as the Philosopher says, even falsehoods give witness, for 

falsehoods stand apart not only from the truth but from one another.’
1319

 Still, it should be 

noted that Raymond does not consider the Jewish doctrine of middot a falsehood; it is rather a 

first step to understanding and explaining the Trinity. If it is deepened by the notion of the 

three personal middot, all three present in Scripture, as Raymond tries to show in the 

following chapters, the truth of the Trinity starts to occur. The doctrine of the middot is 

another example of an argumentum ab hoste: spiritual and exegetical insights of opponents 

are seized to explain and defend their own truth; against these opponents but certainly to the 

benefit of the faithful as well.   

A main effort in these chapters is the avoidance of the term ‘divine person’, which 

according to Raymond, Jews will certainly reject. Since the concept of divine 

middot/proprietates (properties) is accepted in Jewish as well as Christian theology, this 

common ground is exploited by Raymond.
1320

 Which brings him to an argumentation where 

the concept of ‘personal divine properties/middot’ is used instead of ‘divine persons’. Father, 

Son, and Holy Spirit are, so to say, the personal expressions of the divine middot appropriated 

to them: respectively Power, Wisdom, and Goodness. This apologetical approach is further 

corroborated in the following chapters of the Trinitarian treatise.    
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2. Intra-Divine Relation and Personal Divine Properties 

 

After having shown how some rabbinic facts corroborate the understanding of a divine 

Trinity, the real exegetical work which needs to demonstrate that Christianity is right in using 

the names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is still to be done. This is the main effort from chapter 

six onwards. As in the probatio trinitatis of the Explanatio, Raymond focuses first on the 

Father and the Son, and then on the Holy Spirit. The part on the Father and the Son (chs. 6-

10) can be divided into two parts. The chapters six and seven intend to prove that the 

‘persons’ Father and Son are nothing else than God and his ‘property’ Wisdom. The chapters 

eight to ten attempt to show that the Messiah is the ‘natural’, eternally divine Son of God, not 

a Son through divine adoption or grace.  

 

 

God Father and Son are God and his Wisdom  

Raymond creates a methodical caesura between the chapters five and six, as I stated before. 

Until chapter five the main focus is on establishing a doctrine of divine property, bridging 

differences between the Jewish and Christian doctrine on divine property, and proving the 

rational superiority of the Christian position. From chapter six onwards the focus lies more on 

intra-divine relation, first showing that the relation God-Wisdom is of the same ratio as the 

relation Father-Son, and then proving that divine Sonship is a concept present in Scripture, 

and not a Christian invention.  

In chapter six, Raymond intends to show that in Hebrew Scripture the middah of Wisdom is 

presented as absolutely divine and part of God’s Unity. His central auctoritas for this view is 

Prov 8:22-30, as it already was for the early Church Fathers,
1321

 and the main part of the 

chapter is an exegesis of the Hebrew text of this passage. But the chapter starts with a 

blueprint of a conversation between a Christian and a Jew.  In the role of questioner, the 

Christian intends to lead the Jew to admit that the property of Wisdom belongs to God’s 

essence, and to explain to him that the Christian Father and Son can be perceived as God and 

his eternal Wisdom:      

 
After having agreed on this name [the name deus], you should ask a Jew if he believes that God 

exists. No one of them would be so insipid to deny the existence of God, which I think is 

demonstrated moreover sufficiently in the first part of this work. When he admits that God exists, 

you should ask him: Don’t you confess this God who is and don’t you believe that He is the One 

and only God who said according to Gen 1:3: “Let there be light and there was light”, and about 

whom Ps 33:6 wrote: “In the word, or through the word of God the heavens were made, and in the 

spirit or through the spirit of his mouth all the host of heaven.” Someone who does not deny this 

will respond that without any doubt this is the One and only God he believes. Then you should 

immediately ask him: Do you believe that this God, who Holy Scripture demonstrates to you as well 

as to us, has Wisdom with Him, or not? If he does not believe that He has Wisdom with Him, [he 

should be faced with the fact] that he impudently and disregardfully resists to Holy Scripture, which 

says about Him in Job 12:13: “Wisdom and Strength are with Him; he has Council and 

Understanding.” Explaining this, saint Gregory said in his Moralia: “It is not inappropriate that we 

believe the only-begotten of the highest Father to be the Wisdom and Strength of God, as also Paul 

attested to help us understand, saying: Christ is God’s Strength and God’s Wisdom.”
1322

 How true 
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these words may be, they should not be said to a Jew. Instead, to the mentioned words of Job those 

words written in the book of Daniel 2:20 should be added: “Daniel responded and said: Blessed be 

God’s name from age to age, He who has Wisdom and Strength, or Wisdom and Strength are His.” 

When the Jew is convinced by these [auctoritates], and by those that will soon follow, he cannot 

deny that God has Wisdom, and that it is with Him, in the way of two things that belong together 

have no different הויה or ישות, that is, essence, only a difference in מדה, that is property. You should 

say to him that we Christians say and believe nothing else than that God Father and Son are this 

God and this Wisdom, or Strength, about whom Scripture spoke and in person of whom Solomon 

said in Prov 8:6: “Listen, for I will tell you about principles, or beautiful things.” And after having 

inserted which and how these principles were, he continues (v. 22-24): “The Lord possessed me as 

the beginning of his ways, before his works from long ago, that is, before long ago. From the ages, I 

was fashioned, from the beginning, before the earth. When there was yet no abyss, I was generated, 

or begotten.” And again (v. 25): “Before the mountains I was begotten […], and when he prepared, 

or ordered the heavens, I was”, etc. And a little below he added (v. 30): “And I was with Him, or on 

his side, the pedagogue, or educator.”
1323

     

 

The remainder of the chapter is dedicated to the explanation of Prov 8:6, 22-30, and the next 

chapter is a refutation of a Jewish opinion based on these verses, namely that the Torah 

constitutes eternal Wisdom. Thus, Prov 8:22ff is a crucial passage which deserves our 

attention.    

First, three Hebrew words from these verses, which according to Raymond are crucial for a 

right interpretation of the text, are explained: אמון (amon), paedagogus (v. 30); קנני (kanani), 

possedit me (v. 22); חוללתי (ḥolalti), genita sum (v. 24, 25). For a survey of different meanings 

of the word אמון, Raymond adduces GenR of Moses ha-Darshan (on v. 1:1). In connection to 

the last meaning proposed by this Midrash, the book of Proverbs is adduced: ‘The Torah starts 

with בראשית (be-reshit), “in the beginning (God created)”, as if it wants to say  בי ראשית (bi 

reshit), “in/through me, the beginning, God created”. There is no beginning except for the 
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Torah, as it is said in Prov 8:22: “God possessed me, the beginning of his ways.”’
1324

 Thus, 

the Midrash holds that the Torah is the אמון, the eternal pedagogue. Raymond will argue 

against this opinion in the next chapter; for him אמון means something like design, or 

example, through which God created the world, a meaning that fits the Son very well.   

The word קנני (kanani) is translated by Raymond as possedit me, ‘possessed me’. He denies 

the Jewish interpretation emit me, ‘took/acquired/bought me’ and adduces Gen 14:19 to 

justify his own translation: ‘Blessed be Abram by God Most High, קני (kone) of heaven and 

earth.’ According to Raymond the word קני should be translated as possessor, ‘owner’ and not 

as buyer. He then tells us one of his stories about discussions with Jews, with which the Pugio 

and the Capistrum are larded. Once, when he debated with a group of Jews and this passage  

came up, a farmer among the audience asked the Jews, who defended the translation of 

‘buying’, ‘if God had bought heaven and earth and his wisdom, who was the seller then?’
1325

 

Finally, the word חוללתי (ḥolalti) should be translated as genita sum, according to Raymond. 

He explains that the word חלל (ḥelel) means here gignere (‘beget’) or parere (‘give birth’). He 

further explains why Scripture here uses a feminine metaphor for the divine generation of the 

Son by the Father. The reason for the analogy between divine generation and feminine 

bearing is that children resemble both their father and their mother. By using the verb 

‘bearing’, Scripture emphasizes the perfect divinity of the one generated and that he has the 

entire divine essence of the Father.
1326

    

After this exegesis of words, Raymond resumes the integral meaning of the passage, the 

ordo rationis.
1327

 God possesses Wisdom, not ‘accidentally’ but ‘substantially’. There is a 

distinction between the Possessor and the Wisdom possessed, clearly without ‘diminution’, 

and this is a distinction of middah. Such Wisdom is the model and the beginning of God’s 

ways, that is, of God’s creation. The order and beauty of the creation point to the divine 

Wisdom, which existed before God’s works and the existence of time. It was generated, 

begotten, born, and lives together with God in eternity. The eternal existence of this Wisdom 

is, according to Raymond, confirmed by the imperfect tense ואהיה (wa-ehyeh) in the 

construction ואהיה אצלו, et fui or eram juxta ipsum (v. 30). An imperfect can be an expression 

of the present or the future. Connected to a consecutive- eht ,suhT .tsap eht sesserpxe ti ו

construction ואהיה includes all times and is an expression of the eternity of the process: ‘This 

from God generated, begotten, or born Wisdom, Light from Light so to say, never was not 

with God, always is and will be in and with Him in eternity’.
1328

 In short, the Wisdom of God 
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is nothing else than God himself; Wisdom is a divine property, generated by God in eternity, 

and the ראשית, the ‘beginning’ through which heaven and earth were created; this does not 

mean that there are two divine principles or gods or creators, but only One God (similar to a 

wise man and his wisdom, who are not two different people).
1329

  

 Now, Raymond states that there are Jews who say that this eternal Wisdom is the Torah,. 

Chapter seven is a refutation of this position in four arguments. Without denying the 

excellence of the Torah or its important function as אמון, ‘pedagogue’ (see above), Raymond 

wants to show through rabbinic literature and rationes that the Torah of Moses is not 

uncreated, not a middah, not God himself. First, there is a difference between the divine, 

eternal Law and the Law of Moses. The divine, eternal Law is the middah of Wisdom, the 

eternal torah which was desired by the angels, as GenR of Moses ha Darshan (on v. 44:20) 

tells us. God could not give it to them, Raymond says, since it will always exceed the eyes of 

creatures.
1330

 The Law of Moses simply does not fit this sublime Wisdom, for different 

reasons. First, almost everything said in the Law of Moses about God, the human soul, or its 

beatitude is put confuse et imperfectissime.
1331

 Second, it was not God’s original intention to 

demand sacrifices or other ceremonies, but the result of idolatry which God wanted to 

exterminate.
1332

 Third, many stories in the Torah cannot have been part of God’s glory before 

the creation of the world, for example the Genesis story of the flood.
1333

 Fourth, in the book of 

Proverbs the Wisdom of God is called eternal; it is, according to Raymond, ‘a kind of law, a 

book without letters, a mirror without defect, and an eternal model, in which God reads 

himself and all things together, which are simultaneously with [this law], and which were, are, 

and will be made by the Holy Spirit.’
1334

  

Not only the identification of the Torah of Moses with eternal Wisdom is rejected by 

Raymond, but also the rabbinic view that the Torah was one of the seven things created by 

God two thousand years before the creation of the world.
1335

 The chapter is closed with the 

remark that many modern Jews do not reject the facts brought forward in the chapters six and 

seven. The most important Jewish difficulty with the Trinitarian doctrine lies in the use of the 

names Father and Son in divinis, that is, names for God’s inner life and not solely connected 

to certain divine operations ad extra.
1336

 In the next chapters (chs. 8-9) Raymond tries to show 

that there is nothing unbiblical about using the names Father and Son in this manner.              
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God Father and Son in Scripture  

Although Raymond admits that in Hebrew Scripture the names of the three personal middot 

are nowhere mentioned in a nice Trinitarian tessera (‘tile’), he is nevertheless convinced of 

the possibility that the divine and eternal relation between Father and Son can be proven 

through Hebrew biblical auctoritates. The name Father is, for example, mentioned in Jer 3:19. 

The problem with such passages, however, is that the Jews do not accept that the name Father 

points to a natural relation with the Son. They only want to understand the name as a term in 

the sense of creation or redemption, as it is expressed in Isa 63:16 and 64:7: ‘You, Lord, are 

our Father, your name is Redemptor from of old […] You, Lord, are our Father, we are the 

clay, you are our potter.’
1337

 The only way to prove to the Jews that Christ really was the 

natural, and not the adoptive Son of God, is to show that according to Hebrew Scripture God 

has a divine Son. Since Father and Son are correlativa, ‘correlative terms’, Raymond argues, 

evidence for a divine Sonship would necessarily also prove eternal Fatherhood, that is, God 

being Father naturaliter, that is, through natural generation.
1338

 In the chapters eight to ten 

Raymond intends to produce such proof. The focus is very much on biblical exegesis and on 

rabbinic passages, which contribute to Raymond’s exegesis, or, otherwise, go against it and 

ought to be confuted.      

Six biblical passages dominate the argumentation in chapter eight: Gen 44:20, Prov 4:1-3, 

Ps 2:7, Mic 5:1, Ps 72:17, and Ps 89:27-28. The argumentation on the basis of the Proverbs 

passage is the most elaborate, and its structure is typical for Raymond. It includes a rabbinic 

position, his own exegesis, and a detailed refutation of Jewish objections against his 

argument. Therefore I will submit it here and leave aside the argumentations regarding the 

other passages. Raymond’s translation of Prov 4:1-3 reads as follows: ‘Listen, sons, to the 

instruction of your father and listen carefully in order to gain understanding, for it is a sound 

teaching I have given to you. Do not forsake my teaching, for I have been a tender and only 

son of my father, long before my mother.’
1339

 The translation of the first two verses is part of 

the quotation of BT Ber (5a). Though in this Talmudic passage the rabbis state that the word 

‘father’ refers here to God, Raymond claims that they did not review the next verse well 

enough.
1340

 He therefore compares them to a farmer who has found a very precious stone but 

throws it away, because he does not realize that it belongs to a golden necklace, and is 

contented with the (lesser) value of the necklace.
1341

  

 Raymond’s own explanation of the passage is predictable. As to the verses 1-2, he follows 

the interpretation of the rabbis; these verses are about God giving the Torah to the sons of 

Israel. Verse 3, then, shows that God speaks in the person of the Son. The word tener, 

‘tender’, refers to the Son’s immense an eternal piety; the word unicus, ‘unique, only’, to the 

fact that He is the only-begotten Son. The translation of the Hebrew words לפני אמי (lifne 

immi) is crucial. Raymond reads lifne as a time adverb: ante matrem meam, ‘before my 

mother [was]’. This is a debatable choice, since commonly לפני is read as an adverb of place 
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and means ‘before, in front of’. It is remarkable that Raymond here does not mention the 

more current reading, and thus departs from his own method. Nor is it discussed in the three 

Jewish objections he adduces against his interpretation.   

A first objection comes from BT Ber (5a).
1342

 Adducing DeutR (on v. 11:26), it holds that 

Solomon, the author of the book of Proverbs, in Prov 4:3 pictured himself as the tender and 

only son of the father. In response to this proposition, Raymond quotes MidrPss on v. 21:4: 

‘You welcome him with blessings and prosperity’. He notes that the rabbis of the Midrash on 

Psalms read in this verse a reference to the King Messiah welcomed by God and, to buttress 

this interpretation, point to the blessings of the Law mentioned in Prov 4:2. In other words, 

according to these rabbis Ps 21:4 and Prov 4:2 are both about the Messiah, and thus, by 

implication, they hold that the son of Prov 4:3 refers to the Messiah as well.  

When Jews are confronted with this, Raymond says they seek refuge (‘like donkeys 

overwhelmed by the roarings of a lion’) to the argument that the words of Prov 4:4 (‘Keep my 

commands and you will live’) cannot be words that have been spoken to a divine Son.
1343

 This 

is the second Jewish objection Raymond addresses.
1344

 He answers that the verses 3 and 4 

refer to the twofold nature of the Messiah; v. 3 to his divine and v. 4 to his human nature. 

According to his divine nature he existed before his mother; according to his human nature his 

mother existed before him.
1345

  

The third Jewish objection is one of the many examples which show that Raymond debated 

with Jews regularly: he notes here that the Jews often throw this objection into his face, that 

Raymond’s interpretation of Prov 4:3 (quod Deum Patrem ex seipso ab aeterno Filium 

absque Matrem habuisse)
1346

 only expresses his personal opinion. By adducing several 

quotations from Christian tradition (Augustine, Athanasius, and Isidore), Raymond shows that 

this is not the case.
1347

          

  As noted before, several other biblical auctoritates are adduced in order to prove the truth 

of divine Sonship and, thus, of divine Fatherhood. Chapter nine is completely dedicated to 

one of these passages, the famous Isa 9:5,  ‘For a child is born to us, and his royal dignity was 

on his shoulders. And He called him: Admirable, Council, God, Strength, Father, Eternal, 

Prince, Peace (or eternal Father, Prince of Peace). In order to multiply his royal dignity, his 

peace will have no end.’
1348

 Raymond notes that the different interpretations Jews and 

Christians have given to this verse, is caused by the fact that cases are absent in Hebrew (and 

Arabic) grammar. Therefore, the text makes it possible to read the first six names as referring 

to the subject of the sentence (thus, as names of the one who calls, that is, God) and the last 

two names as referring to the object (thus, as names of the one who is called). The common 

Jewish translation of this part of the verse becomes then: ‘And He, the Admirable, Council, 
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God, Strength, eternal Father, called him: Prince of Peace.’ King Hezekiah, then, would have 

been this Prince of Peace. Raymond notes that this is the reading of Rashi, ‘whom all other 

[rabbis] of our time follow, in order to subtract this authoritative evidence from our faith’.
1349

 

He advances two objections to this reading. First of all, it is a far-fetched interpretation. The 

Hebrew reads: ויקרא שמו (wa-jikra shemo), ‘and He called his name’, after which the eight 

names follow. The enumeration of the names gives no indication at all to make a distinction 

between the first six and last two names. The Christian reading, that is, to translate each of the 

names as an accusative, is the most obvious solution. Second, Raymond adduces two rabbinic 

texts which state that the Prince of Peace refers to the Messiah: LamR (at the beginning of the 

prologue) and Tg Jon. After these objections, Raymond quotes BT Sanh (94a). Here all the 

eight names are ascribed to Hezekiah. As it would be absurd, he says, to attribute these names 

to someone not divine, for example to Hezekiah, the rabbis should at least consider the 

possibility to take the name Hezekiah not historically but as a reference to the Messiah, since 

it means ‘strength of God’, which fits the Messiah very well, being true God and true man.
1350

   

The end of the chapter enters upon the first words of the next verse (Isa 9:6) ‘in order to 

multiply’. The Hebrew shows a strange irregularity there: the word לםרבה (le-marbeh) has a 

final mem at the beginning, which goes against Hebrew grammar. For Raymond, who 

believes that even the smallest letter in Hebrew Scripture was divinely inspired, such 

grammatical irregularities indicate a specific meaning. He gives two possibilities. The final 

mem refers to the virgin birth of the Messiah: Mary received the child while her womb 

remained closed. Or, the numeric value of the final mem here means six hundred,
1351

 refering 

to the time from Isaiah to the advent of the Messiah.
1352

 A detailed computation follows then, 

which I leave aside here.
1353

 Perhaps Raymond came to know of the numeric value of the final 

mem only after he had finished Part II of the Pugio, since the dating of the advent of the 

Messiah is absent there, as it is in the Capistrum.
1354

 This proves again that the writing of the 

Capistrum and the Pugio was a work in progress, as I noted several times before.       

  

 

The days of the Messiah  

While in the previous chapters the focus laid on tracing the divine Son in Holy Scripture, in 

chapter ten different aspects of the Messiah are discussed. It gives the impression that it 

anticipates part III-III, where Raymond lays down his teachings on the days of the Messiah 

and its consequences in view of the position of Judaism. Three biblical auctoritates are central 

in this chapter: Isa 54:9, Ps 80:16-18, and Job 38:12-15. Isaiah 54:9 brings Raymond to 

another computation of the advent of the Messiah. Moreover, the rabbis read it as a reference 

to the days of the Messiah, of which they see the preceding chapters in the Book of Isaiah to 

be a description. Raymond then touches upon several aspects of these days: his birth (Isa 

53:2), his elevation and exaltation (Isa 52:13), his suffering and death (Isa 53:6 ff). Before 

                                                 
1349

 Ibid., n. 2: ‘Et hinc est, quod R. Salomoh Jarchi, quem alii nostri temporis omnes sequuntur, quatenus fidei 

nostrae hujus authoritatis testimonium subtrahatur, exponit praedicta de Rege Ezechia […]’  
1350

 Ibid, n. 4 (530): ‘Ecce quod dixi, quomodo accipiendum est, scilicet, ut non de Ezechia intelligatur ad 

literam, sed de illo cui nomen הזקיה secundum interpretationem optime convenit, id est, de Messia: ipse enim est 

fortitudo, vel virtus Dei, et verus Deus, et verus homo, sicut non longe in sequentibus Deo auxiliante suo loco 

probabitur.’  
1351

 Since the numeric value of the last letter of the Hebrew alphabet, the ת (taf) is 400, the Talmud formed the 

numbers above 400 by compositions of letters (e.g. 600 = 400 + 200 = ת´´ר). In later times the final forms of the 

letters kaf (500), mem (600), nun (700), pe (800), and ẓadik (900) were not infrequently used. See EJ, vol. 1, 

726.   
1352

 PF III-I, c. 9, n. 6 (532).  
1353

 Ibid., n. 7-8 (532-533).   
1354

 In PF III-I, c. 10, Isa 54:9 serves to confirm the computation in Isa 9:6; see next subsection.  



258 

 

entering upon Ps 80:16-18, he returns once again to the problem of the closing mem in Isa 9:6. 

Now it occasions him to state that the majority of the Jews have closed their hearts for a true 

understanding of Scripture and the Christian faith. I will return to this statement, and similar 

others, in Part Four of my study, where I will deal with Raymond’s images of Jews and his 

view on Judaism after Christ.  

 

  

The Holy Spirit 

The Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio ends with a chapter on the Holy Spirit. One of the main 

intentions of the chapter is to substantiate the claim that in rabbinic literature the Spirit is 

closely connected to the Messiah: that the Spirit is the Spirit of the Messiah (which proves his 

divinity)
1355

 and that the Messiah sends the Spirit (which proves his divinity once again). But 

first Raymond adduces biblical passages which show that the Spirit himself is divine: that He 

is Creator, together with the Father and the Son; that He spoke through the prophets and 

equipped them;
1356

 that He rests on the Messiah, that He was poured out over Christ’s 

apostles, pupils, and all those who are being baptized. This chapter, which constitutes a short 

treatise on the Holy Spirit, reads as a reiteration of the procedure followed before in the 

chapters six to ten. First the procession of the Holy Spirit and the identification of the Holy 

Spirit with the divine property of Love (amor, caritas) is explained, after which the mission of 

the Holy Spirit, as the Spirit of the Messiah, is discussed. 

Raymond finds important evidence for the divinity and messianic character of the Spirit in 

GenR (on v. 1:2). The midrash tells us that the words תהו ובהו (tohu wa-vohu), חשך (ḥoshekh), 

 refer to four (ruaḥ elohim meraḥefet) רוח אלהים מרחפת and ,(al penei tehom) על פני תהום

kingdoms, respectively Babel, Greece, Rome, and the messianic kingdom. The last is 

dominated by the Spirit, which serves this kingdom because of its penitence; the water over 

which the Spirit hovers, expresses the penitence of the Messiah. All these biblical and 

rabbinic key-texts point to the divine power of the Spirit, Raymond concludes. The Church 

therefore holds that, like the Son, the Spirit proceeds from God the Father. Then, once again, 

an analogy of the Trinity is adduced, in this case reflecting the filioque: Father and Son are 

like two nostrils (two divine properties or persons), but together they are one nose (one 

principle) breathing forth the Holy Spirit.
1357

 We are back where we started: with the divine 

properties. Thus, the following part of the chapter is dedicated to proving ‘that in God there is 

a property, which is called Love or Charity’.
1358

 Song of Songs Rabbah (on v. 3:9) is adduced 

as the prime rabbinic evidence for this; Augustine (De Trinitate 20, c. 17) as the most 

important Christian evidence.   

At the end of the chapter Raymond claims to have shown in this treatise on the Trinity 

seven modes through which the existence of divine persons becomes clear: (1) significatione 

(through signification: Father, Son, Holy Spirit); (2) suppositione per adjunctum (by concrete 

reference through an adjunct): God of God, Wisdom of Wisdom, Light of Light); (3) 

consignificatione numeri pluralis (through co-signification of the plural, like the word 

                                                 
1355

 Ibid., c. 11, n. 10 (545): ‘Quod Spiritus ille Deorum, seu Dei [that is, רוח אלהים), si pluralem pro singulari 

accipimus, est Spiritus Messiae, seu Christi; ad hujus quipped rei veritatem oportet jam tunc fuisse Messiam 

secundum Deitatem.’ 
1356

 Ibid., n. 5 (543). Raymond argues from Micah 3:8 – ‘but I am full of strength, of justice and power’ – that 

the Holy Spirit equipped the prophets in three ways: He gave them the zealous power against the adversaries of 

truth and faith; He gave them the sound and discrete judgement to know what is the good, the better, the best, 

and the wrong, the worse and the worst; and He gave them the virtue of a good life, so that they feared a 

remorseful conscience.     
1357

 Ibid.: ‘Quod autem duae nares divinae, id est duae מדות, proprietates, sive duae personae, Pater scilicet, et 

Filius sint unus nasus, id est unum tantum principium spirans Spiritum sanctum’.  
1358

 Ibid., n. 13 (546): ‘Quod autem in Deo sit aliqua proprietas quae vocatur dilectio seu charitas’.  



259 

 

Elohim); (4) connotatione (through derived signification, that is, logically distinguishing the 

genitus from the gignente, the missus from the mittente, or the datus from the dante); (5) 

modo loquendi (through the way of saying something, like Ps 33:6: ‘Through the Word of the 

Lord the heavens are made, through the mouth of his Spirit all their hosts’); (6) numero 

verborum (through a number of words in the text, like the threefold sanctus in Isa 6:3); (7) 

verborum ordine (through the order of words in the biblical text, like Ps 67:7:  ‘God, our God 

will bless us, God grant us his blessing’).     

 

 

 

3. Analogies of the Trinity  

 

The Trinitarian treatise in de Explanatio ended with a section of similitudines, analogies of the 

Trinity visible in creation. These analogies served as additional evidence that believing in a 

divine Trinity is less absurd and illogical than suggested by the critics of Christianity. They 

were certainly not considered as convincing proof. As I already noted in Chapter Four, 

Raymond maintained that rationes and similitudines could show only quoquo modo that God 

is Triune and that it is more secure and better to follow Holy Scripture in this matter. ‘It is 

impossible to show the Trinity of persons perfecte with rationes and similitudines,’ he 

stated.
1359

 In the Explanatio Raymond advanced certain similitudines current in the tradition 

of Trinitarian theology, like the one of the candleholder with the three burning candles. In his 

sermon in the synagogue of Barcelona, King James used the well-known analogy of wine 

consisting of three elements: colour, flavour, and smell.
1360

 It is remarkable that none of these 

analogies return in the Pugio, not even in the Trinitarian treatise (III-I), where I only found 

the analogy of nose and nostrils.
1361

 This does not mean that Raymond entirely dropped the 

Trinitarian similitudines in the Pugio. Scattered through the parts III-II en III-III of the Pugio 

we come across certain Trinitarian analogies, but they are of a different kind than those 

encountered in the Explanatio. And they are partly surprising as well. Together they form a 

kind of theological-antropological unity, touching upon three topics central to the Christian 

faith: the image of God, the person of Christ, and the name of God (and Christ). I will discuss 

these similitudines in the following subsections. There is a fourth, interesting triadic fact in 

the Pugio: the scheme of history Raymond draws from certain rabbinic sources. In PF II, c. 

10, for example, he adduces the tripartite scheme of history mentioned in the Babylonian 

Talmud (BT Sanh 97a-b). It is stated there by the Tanna debe Eliyyahu that the world is to 

exist six thousand years and consists of three periods: 1) two thousand years of desolation 

(tohu); 2) two thousand years in which the Torah flourishes; 3) two thousand years of 

Messianic era.
1362

 But unlike Joachim of Fiore, Raymond does not develop a Trinitarian 

argument on the basis of his view on world history.
1363

 The Talmud passage functions as 

evidence for the advent of the Messiah, the main topic of part II of the Pugio.
1364

 Therefore I 

will omit it here.
1365

 

                                                 
1359

 ESA, a. 1 (457); see also Chapter Eight, p. 230. 
1360

 See Chapter Eight, p. 227. 
1361

 See previous subsection. As to the Capistrum, Raymond is silent about the Trinity there, apart from a brief 

response to criticism on the Trinity in the Qur’an; see Chapter Three, pp. 108-109. At the end of the Capistrum 

he says that he will deal with the Trinity and other articles of faith in the Pugio; see CI II, neq. 7, n. 34 (288). 
1362

 PF II, c. 10 (394-402); the tripartite scheme is also discussed in ibid., c. 13, n. 5 (441-442).  
1363

 If Raymond adhered to a tripartite scheme of history, for him the third period started with the advent of 

Christ and the sending of the Holy Spirit by the Father and the Son (see next note). See also Thomas Aquinas, ST 

I-II, q. 106, a. 4 and his citicism on Joachim of Fiore’s theory on the three Ages and the third Age of the Spirit.   
1364

 Raymond adduces BT Sanh (97a-b) in order to reject the explanation given by the House of Elijah for the 

delay of the Messiah. The Tanna debe Eliyyahu blames it to the sins of the Jewish people. Raymond opposes this 



260 

 

Another ‘analogy’ which I leave out, is Raymond’s argumentation related to Gen 18:1-2. 

God’s appearance to Abraham by the terebinths of Mamre, combined with the visit of the 

three ‘men’, was classical Christian evidence for the prefiguration of the Trinity in the Old 

Testament. I already noted that Raymond did not use it in the Explanatio, nor mentioned it 

among the key texts of Hebrew Scripture in his Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio, which would 

express ‘a certain plurality in God’. The Hebrew account of the Second Disputation of Paris 

(ca. 1269), however, suggests that Paul Christian used the passage as the biblical key text in 

his Trinitarian evidence against R. Abraham b. R. Samuel and adduced it together with its 

rabbinic explanation in GenR.
1366

 From the biased perspective of the Hebrew account, we are 

not surprised that Paul’s argumentation failed. But the fact that Raymond omitted Gen 18:1-2, 

both in the Explanatio and his Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio, but adduced it as part of his 

argumentation on the doctrine of the Incarnation in the latter work, is interesting.
1367

 Gen 

18:1-2, including the rabbinic sources adduced with it, appears in a row of Hebrew biblical 

passages put forward by Raymond in order to show that before God became man in Christ, He 

already showed Himself several times to people.
1368

 It seems, thus, that Raymond did not 

consider Gen 18:1-2 as useful Trinitarian evidence in a discussion with Muslims and Jews. 

But the similarities and differences between the way in which Paul Christian seems to have 

employed the passage in Paris and the argumentation Raymond based on it in Part III-III of 

the Pugio certainly indicate a direct influence. It proves to be, again, an example of 

Raymond’s thorough elaboration of sources and themes tested by Paul Christian. Since it is 

not part of Raymond’s Trinitarian argumentation, I will not further examine it here.   

 

 

Human soul and intellect in the image of God 

The first two chapters of Pugio III-II deal with the imago Dei. From a theological perspective 

this is a logical continuation of the Trintarian treatise of III-I, for when the conclusion is that 

the One God is a Triune God, the question of how the Triune nature of God returns in man, 

who is created in His image, becomes quite relevant. In the first chapter of III-II Raymond 

concludes on the basis of passages from rabbinic literature that Judaism, like Christianity, 

confirms that God created man in His image.
1369

 He further states that there are iudaei 

moderni who defile man by giving a different explanation of Scripture on this point, and that 

this is a result of their desire to object against Christianity.
1370

 Raymond says nothing about 

who these ‘modern Jews’ might be, but he probably anticipates the end of the chapter, where 

                                                                                                                                                         
by stating, first, that it is only the explanation of a rabbi and not of the prophet Elijah, and, second, that 

according to the Talmud the advent of the Messiah could be precipitated but not delayed. Since we live now in 

the Jewish year 5038 (=1278 AD), Raymond says, this means that Jesus Christ came befóre the end of the 

second period of 2000 years, which means that the advent of the Messiah and the start of the third period was 

precipitated. Which, according to Raymond, was partly due to the penance of the Early Fathers in the inferno; 

see PF II, c. 10, n. 2 (396).  
1365

 I also leave out the Trinitarian analogy of the kisses of Solomon (Song of Songs 1:1). This analogy is 

discussed in Alexander Fidora’s article on the reception of the Pugio by the Franciscan Ponç Carbonell (ca. 

1260-1337), in his commentary on the Songs of Songs (1319-1328): ‘Ponç Carbonell’, 567-585, esp. 578-579. 

Ponç’s commentary contains five references to the Pugio, the first being Raymond’s Trinitarian reading of the 

opening verse: ‘May he kiss me with kisses of his mouth’.  
1366

 Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 210-213.  
1367

 PF III-III, c. 6, n. 2 -3 (728-729). 
1368

 Ibid., c. 6, ns. 1-13 (727-734). 
1369

 GenR (1:26-27), MidrPss (37:1), GenR (5:1), Mek (Exod 20:26).  
1370

 PF III-II, c. 1, n. 3 (551): ‘Moderni vero Judaei tanta nobis contradicendi cupiditate feruntur, quod 

hominem, quem scriptura superius inducta ad imaginem Dei factum manifeste insinuat, inficiantur, et eam 

renitentem ad aliter significandum trahere moliuntur.’ 
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he cites Maimonides’s More Nevukim (I, c. 1).
1371

 Rambam refutes the doctrine on the 

corporality of God. According to him this originates from an erroneous interpretation of the 

Hebrew word צלם (tselem, ‘image’) in Gen 1:26-27, namely as ‘form’ or ‘shape’. To be sure, 

for the adherents of this doctrine, God had a much greater and brilliant tselem than man, one 

which moreover did not consist of flesh and blood, but was nevertheless corporal, with a 

specific form.
1372

   

Chapter two of III-II starts with the question of how man can be God’s image and 

similitude, and in which and according to which this divine image and similitude exists. The 

argumentation consists of three parts. First, Raymond cites rabbinic traditions in which along 

different examples a certain relation between God and the human soul is postulated.
1373

 Then 

Raymond’s famous fellow friars Albert the Great and Peter of Tarentaise (the later Pope 

Innocent V) are cited, both advancing Augustine’s well-known analogy between the Trinity 

and the human intellect: memoria, intelligentia, voluntas.
1374

 After this the aforementioned 

quotation from the More Nevukim follows, in which Maimonides argues that God’s image is 

visible in the human intellect (השכל, haskel). Raymond adds that, although the imago Dei in 

man was corrupted by human sin, the divine image in man was never annihilated.
1375

  

 

 

The three substances of Christ  

In view of the previous, it is not surprising that Raymond discerns a Trinitarian structure in 

Christ as well. When he discusses the definition of Chalcedon, that Christ is acknowledged in 

‘two natures', which come together into ‘one person and hypostasis’, he distinguishes a triad 

in the incarnate Christ: the divine Word (which Raymond calls here also anima Dei) was 

‘applicated’ or ‘conjugated’ to Christ’s human soul and body (which form together his human 

nature).
1376

 Raymond argues that the human nature is twofold, so that we can speak about a 

hypostatic union of three substances (substantia). Three chapters later (III-III, c. 4), this 

appears not to be his own construction but an earlier formulation by Bernard of Clairvaux:  

 
About this trinity of the substances and unity of the person of Christ Bernard [speaks] in a 

Christmas sermon: “Mind that as there is a trinity in persons and a unity in substance, in this 

conjunction (commixtio) [of Christ] there is likewise a trinity in substances and a unity in person. 

And as the persons [of the trinity] do not divide the unity and the unity does not reduce the trinity, 

likewise this [one] person [of Christ] does not annul the substances and the substances do not 

violate the unity of the person.
1377

  

                                                 
1371

 PF III-II, c. 2, n. 3 (555-556).  
1372

 MN I, c. 1 (21).  
1373

 PF III-II, c. 2, n. 1 (553-555). Raymond noemt MidrPss (103) en citeert LevR (4:2). 
1374

 Ibid., n. 2 (555). For the citation of Albert the Great, see Chapter One, p. 15; Chapter Three, p. 81, n. 471. 

The citation is drawn from Albert’s Summa super Sententias I. 9.5. art. 1. 
1375

 Ibid., n. 3 (556): ‘Despicitur quidem imago peccatorum, sed ad nihil nunquam reducitur, sicut dictum est in 

Psal. 39. v.7, Veruntamen in imagine, vel cum imagine, ambulabit vir sive quilibet, id est de hoc mundo ibit.’ 
1376

 PF III-III, c. 1, n. 10 (634): ‘Videbis, Messiam Dei servum secundum humanitatem fuisse suscipiendum per 

applicationem ad animam Dei, quam profecto ex Targum nihil aliud esse intelliges quam Verbum Dei, et 

placuisse  Deo, ut hoc Verbum suum esset in homine Messia seu Christo; non ita tamen, ut esset Verbo posterius 

applicatus quam factus, nec per modum commixtionis, vel conversionis alicujus, vel transmutationis, sed per 

modum applicationis, sive conjunctionis, utraque natura, Verbi scilicet, et hominis in sua virtute, et sinceritate 

manente.’ Raymond then adduces several rabbinic statements that according to him imply this ‘application’ or 

‘conjunction’ of divinity and humanity in the Messiah. I will not treat this material, since the doctrine of the two 

natures of Christ has not my attention in this chapter.  
1377

 Ibid., c. 4, n. 7 (692): ‘De hac substantiarum Trinitate, et personae Christi unitate Bernardus in sermone 

Nativitatis Domini. Attende quod sicut in Personis Trinitas, in substantia unitas; sic in hac commixtione in 

substantiis Trinitas, in Persona unitas. Et sicut ibi personae non scindunt unitatem, unitas non minuit Trinitatem: 

ita nec hic persona confundit substantias; nec substantiae ipsae dissipant personae unitatem.’  
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It is noteworthy that in his Sentences Peter Lombard had rejected the view that the incarnate 

Christ could be understood as possessing three substances.
1378

 Marcia Colish notes: ‘As for 

the three-substance theory, Peter concludes that it too must be abandoned, because it involves 

an improper attribution of substantia to the infra-substantial body and soul that the Word 

assumes.’
1379

 But Raymond obviously does not agree with the Lombard. His quotation from 

Bernard of Clairvaux clearly shows that Raymond advances it as a part of his christology and 

Trinitarian theology. For him, Christ is the perfect image of the Triune God. In the following 

subsection I will show that the quotation from Bernard has a function in Raymond’s 

Trinitarian explanation of the Tetragrammaton, the theonym יהוה, consisting of four Hebrew 

characters.    

Even when it comes to the heart of the christological dogma, the doctrine on the person and 

nature of the incarnate Christ, Raymond adduces rabbinic sources which, according to him, 

show that the sayings of certain rabbis imply a divine-human twoness and a trinity in the 

Messiah. First he adduces BT Sanh (99a), where Isa 23:15 (‘And on that day Tyre shall be 

brought to oblivion for seventy years, according to the days of one King’) occasions the 

following statements:  
 

R. Eleazar b. Azariah said: […] Now, who is the King unicum? The Messiah, of course. Rabbi said: 

Three generations; for it is written, “They shall fear thee with the sun, and before the moon [they 

shall fear thee], a generation and generations” (Ps 72:5)
1380

            

 

After having cited this Talmud passage, Raymonds gives it a Trinitarian twist. Isaiah speaks 

about one King, the rex unicus, and Rabbi Eleazar states that he is the Messiah, Raymond 

concludes that the remark of rabbi about three generations can be understood as a reference to 

the three substances of the Messiah, which means that he must be divine, having a divine 

substance conjugated to his two human substances of soul and body.  

 A second rabbinic text is read as corroborating not only the three-substance theory but also 

the doctrine of the hypostatic union of divine and human nature, is  GenR (28:11: ‘And he 

took of the stones of the place’):  
 

R. Nehemiah said: He took three stones, saying: “The Holy One, blessed be He, united his name 

with Abraham; with Isaac too He united his name. If these three stones become joined, then I am 

assured that God‘s name will be united with me too.” And when they did thus join, he knew that 

God would unite His name with him. The Rabbis said: [He took] the least number that ‘stones’ can 

connote, that is two, saying: “From Abraham there came forth Ishmael and the children of Keturah; 

from Isaac there came forth Esau. As for me, if these two stones join, I will be assured that nought 

worthless will come forth from me.   

 

It does not matter, Raymond says, whether Jacob took two or three stones, or first three and 

then two, in both cases it is a sign of the hypostatic union: ‘The unity of the two stones refers 

to the unity of the two natures of Christ, divine and human; that of the three stones to the three 

substances in the one person of Christ, that is, Word, soul, and body.’
1381

 

                                                 
1378

 M. Colish, Peter Lombard (2 vols.), Leiden 1994, vol 1, 152-153; Colish refers to several places in 

Lombard’s Sentences: Sent 3. d. 2, c. 2.4; d. 6, c. 2.5, c. 3.1, c. 3.6; d. 7, c. 1.4-9, 2:29, 51, 52-53, 54, 60-62; and 

also to Sermo 43, PL 171: 559B-C.  
1379

 Colish, Peter Lombard, vol. 1, 153. For the three-substance theory Colish refers to Gilbert of Poitiers (d. 

1154) and his followers in the early Porretan School; ibid.,147. Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-1153) was a 

contemporary of Gilbert.   
1380

 PF III-III, c. 1, n. 10, c. 1, n. 10 (636).  
1381

 Ibid., n. 11 (637): ‘Hoc Midrasch. Sive autem tres lapides acceperit, sive duos; sive primo tres, et postea 

duos; optime utrobique significatum praedictae unionis impletur: duorum quippe unio lapidum signavit unionem 
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This is an example of how far-fetched Raymond’s argumentation can be. Rabbis, 

somewhere touching a string of Christian truth, are placed in a prophetic scheme pointing at 

only one direction: Christian doctrine. ‘This Rabbi touches (insinuat) the union of Christ’, 

Raymond concludes. It is very unlikely that Jews would take such arguments seriously. But 

apparently they were actually used by the friars, since Rabbi Salomo ibn Adret (Rashba) 

rejects the claim of his Christian adversary, which closely resembles Raymond’s 

argumentation on the three substances of Christ.:  

He asked: “Of whom it is possible to say that it resembles him [Jesus], except for the Three.” I 

replied: “Which are these three?” He said: “body, soul, and divinity.” I said: “As to the category 

body, this does not resemble [God], God forbid. As to the category human soul, this neither 

resembles [God]. As to the category divinity, this similarity is not valid, since one does not compare 

someting with itself […]. I said moreover: “A connection [between God and man] in the way you 

describe it, is not possible. I only see four possible ways of connection [between God and man], and 

there is a fifth which is not a connection but a ‘pouring out’ or a ‘meeting of two minds’.”
1382

    

This passage adds to the evidence that Raymond, or fellow friars of him, were in discussion 

with Ibn Adret.
1383

 It should be recalled, however, that when Raymond advances sayings and 

conclusions of the rabbis which, according to him, ‘savour of the truth and in every way smell 

of and represent the doctrine of the Prophets and the holy Fathers’ and ‘wondrously and 

incredibly bespeak the Christian faith’, as he puts it in the prologue of the Pugio, he speaks 

first of all to Christians. He aims to show that Judaism stood much closer to Christianity than 

Jews admitted and that in many cases rabbinic traditions corroborated Christian exegesis or 

doctrines which were strongly condemned by Jews.
1384

 Moreover, as I argued in Chapter 

Four, Raymond almost certainly subscribed to Thomas Aquinas’s statement that rationes 

verisimiles could only serve ‘for the training and consolation of the faithful, and not with any 

idea of refuting those who are adversaries, for the very inadequacy of the arguments would 

rather strengthen them in their error, since they would imagine that our acceptance of the truth 

of faith was based on such weak arguments.’
1385

 

 

The Name of God           

For Raymond the Tetragrammaton, ‘the biblical name of God par excellence, YAHWEH, was 

crucial in order to prove on the basis of texts from the rabbinic tradition both the deity of the 

Messiah and the existence of the Trinity.’
1386

 The issue is addressed at several places in the 

first chapters of the Pugio III-III. In the second chapter we find a long quotation from 

Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed I, 61 in which the Rambam argues that the 

Tetragrammaton is the proper and exclusive name of God. Before and after this quotation 

Raymond advances a few passages from Tg Jon (Isa 28:5; Jer 23:5; Jer 33:14) and MidrPss 

(21:1), in which the Messiah is used as a translation of, or an explanation in relation to the 

Tetragrammaton.
1387

 Together these texts prove the divinity of the Messiah, Raymond 

concludes.
1388

  

                                                                                                                                                         
duarum naturarum in Christo, divinitatis scilicet, et humanitatis. Trium vero, trium substantiarum, Verbi scilicet, 

animae, et corporis in una Christi persona.’ See also ibid., c. 4, n. 6 (692).   
1382

 Ibn Adret, Perushei aggadot; ed. Perles, 44 [Hebrew text]; the translation is mine.  
1383

 See Chapter Four, p. 119, n. 664; Chapter Five, p. 171, n. 920; see also next section.  
1384

 For the fact that the Pugio was first of all written for Christians and, thus, had a strong defensive aim, 

attempting to show the Christian truth by means of Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, see particularly 

Chapters 2, 5, and 6.  
1385

 ScG I, c. 9; for the Latin text, see Chapter Four, p. 125, n. 694. 
1386

 Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 382. 
1387

 PF III-III, c. 2, ns. 8-12 (647-654).  
1388

 Ibid., ns. 11 (650-651), n. 12 (654).  
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In the fourth chapter of III-III Raymond ‘presents the exegesis proper of the four letters that 

constitute the Tetragrammaton’,
1389

 with an unexpected turn at the end of the chapter. He 

follows a twofold direction, first relating the Tetragrammaton to the Messiah and then to God 

simpliciter.
1390

 Regarding the Messiah the assertion is that the first three letters of the 

Tetragrammaton (ה ,י, and ו) are different; they indicate the three substances present in the 

Messiah (see above). The unity of his person is expressed by the fourth letter, the ה, standing 

for God’s Unity since the meaning of the Hebrew word havjah is ‘unity’ and starts and ends 

with a ה. With regard to God simpliciter, the first three letters ‘indicate the existence of three 

properties (middot) in God, differing from each other owing to the diversity of their figure 

[graphic form] and their name [sound]’, and ‘the letter that is repeated at the end of the 

[divine]  name [i.e. the he], indicates the unity of the essence of the three properties or 

persons.’
1391

 This second explanation Raymond says to draw from Peter Alfonsi, ‘who in 

Spain was a great Rabbi among the Jews before he became a Christian’.
1392

 Many authors 

have noted Raymond’s use of Alfonsi here, but none of them mentions two striking points of 

difference between the original Alfonsi and the one reproduced here by Raymond.  

First, Raymond’s reproduction of Alfonsi is incomplete.
1393

 Like Alfonsi, Raymond brings 

forward that one of the letters of the Tetragrammaton is used twice (the ה), so that it has three 

different letters, meaning that God is both One and Three (see above).
1394

 But Alfonsi also 

notes another Trintarian structure in the four letters of the Tetragrammaton: three ‘names’ of 

two letters: he joins the first letter to the second (י-ה/i-e), the second to the third (ה-ו/e-v), and 

the third to the fourth (ו-ה/v-e).
1395

 ‘Then if you connect them in order, there will be just one 

name, as occurs in this geometrical diagram.’
1396

 To illustrate this Alfonsi submits a drawing 

of a triangular diagram, which in each of its three angles has one of the ‘names’ of two letters 

and the Tetragrammaton in the middle.
1397

 Thus, one name is at the same time three names, 

the one name alluding to God’s Unity and the three names to the Trinity.
1398

 An omission in 

Alfonsi’s triangular diagram is that he does not explain how the three names might be 

                                                 
1389

 Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 383. 
1390

 PF III-III, c. 4, n. 4 (685).  
1391

 Ibid.; trans. Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context’, 383.  
1392

 Ibid., c. 4, n. 4 (685): ‘Magister Petrus Alphonsi, qui fuit in Hispania priusquam fieret Christianus, magnus 
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attributed to the divine persons; which name belongs to which person, and why? He only 

shows that the Tetragrammaton, the name of God’s Unity par excellence, consists of three 

names.        

‘Various later writers used Alfonsi’s Trinitarian scheme, particularly Joachim of Fiore (who 

adapted Alfonsi’s triangular diagram into a series of three circles); they were also used by 

Ramon Martí and Arnold of Villanova.’
1399

 It should be noted, however, that Raymond does 

not adopt this part of Alfonsi’s explanation on the three combinations of two letters leading to 

the one name. Another difference is the use of the Hebrew terms middot and havjah; these 

terms are absent in Alfonsi’s explanation. The differences do not mean that Raymond did not 

read Alfonsi. Alfonsi belonged to the regular Dominican curriculum and Raymond, being an 

expert in Judaism, must have read him. A possible reason for not using the triangular diagram 

of Alfonsi may have been that Joachim of Fiore had adopted it. Had it become suspicious 

because of that? Or did Raymond disapprove of Alfonsi’s diagram because the three names of 

two letters were not made explicit, and were not related to the three divine persons (or 

personal properties)? Tellingly, Arnold of Villanova, student of Raymond, also does not adopt 

the triangular diagram, but connects each of the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton to 

one of the divine persons, through the form of the Hebrew letters.
1400

    

The second difference lies in the fact that Raymond’s use of Alfonsi is only an overture to 

an extensive argumentation of many pages, in which he intends to prove that Jesus taught his 

disciples on the secret of the Tetragrammaton, which was, according to Raymond, a teaching 

on both the Trinity and the divinity of Christ, the two fundamental mysteries of 

Christianity.
1401

 The argumentation sets off with a rabbinic tradition recalling the old Jewish 

sages taught the Tetragrammaton through a name of God having twelve letters, and even one 

of forty-two letters.
1402

 Since the Tetragrammaton was explained by the rabbis, it was called 

the Shem ha-meforash (Latin: nomen expositum). From the cited rabbinic sources we learn 

that at first the instruction about the Tetragrammaton was public, but that it became a secret 

instruction to a selected group of disciples due to the dissemination of severe transgressions 

against God. And finally the Jews forgot the secret and lost it.  
1403

  

In MidrPss (91:14) Raymond reads that because of this ignorance of the secret of the 

Tetragrammaton, God does not hear Jewish prayers anymore, but that a time will come that 

He will again be present among them and teach them about the name.
1404

 According to 

Raymond, this promise was fulfilled through Christ; he once again taught the secret to ‘the 

few children of Israel, that is, the Apostles and the other disciples’.
1405

 The content of this 

teaching is clarified in Luke 24:45 and, particularly, in Matthew 28:18ff; Jesus opened their 

minds to understand the Scriptures (Luke) and He ordered them to baptize men everywhere in 

the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit (Matthew).
1406

 For Raymond there is no 

doubt that before He sent them to be baptized, He instructed them in the secret of the divine 

name, that is, according to Raymond, the secret of the divine Trinity and Unity. The fact that 

there are three different secret names (of four, twelve and forty-two letters) of God signifies 
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three different divine persons, while the fact that Jesus said ‘in the name of’ and not ‘in the 

names of’ proves that he proclaimed the divine Unity.
1407

  

Finally, Raymond explains the Tetragrammaton through the names of twelve and forty-two 

letters.
1408

 The Hebrew name Father, Son, and Holy Spirit – אב בן ורוח הקדש (av, ben, we-ruaḥ 

ha-kodesh) – consists of twelve letters. This includes the ו between Son and Holy Spirit, of 

which Raymond defends the counting by basing himself on  the modus hebraicus, that is, the 

way Hebrew Scripture expresses triads of names, like in Ex 3:6 for example: ‘I am the God of 

your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.'
1409

 As to the name 

of forty-two letters, Raymond presents the fourth century creed of Athanasius (ca. 296-373). 

His Hebrew translation of ‘Father God, Son God, and Holy Spirit God; and yet not three gods 

but One God’ consists of forty-two letters.
1410

  

The argument is even extended by connecting the names of twelve and forty-two letters to 

Christ.
1411

 As the nomen expositum, in each of its three variants, a sign is contained of the 

mystery of the Trinity, and so likewise it unveils the secret of the person of Christ. The first 

three letters of the Tetragrammaton refer to body, soul, and Son of God (or Word, Wisdom) 

and the fourth letter  to the unity of his person (see previous subsection). In Hebrew the words 

body, soul, and Son of God count together twelve letters: גוף נשמה ובן אל (guf, neshama, we-

ben el). These twelve letters can be explained by a christological formula of forty-two letters, 

which Raymond derives from the Athanasian Creed: ‘Like the rational soul and the human 

flesh are one, God and the man Messiah are one.’
1412

 Unfortunately he forgets to mention that 

the Hebrew word he uses for soul (anima) in the twelve letters differs from that in the forty-

two letters: נשמה (neshama) is changed for נפש (nefesh).  

The argument is concluded by the quotation from Bernard of Clairvaux mentioned in the 

previous subsection and certain rabbinic statements of which Raymond claims that they refer 

to  the three substances and their unity in Christ.
1413

 Finally Raymond argues that the divine 

name שדי (Shaddai) befits the three substances of Christ.
1414
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4. Development from the Explanatio to the Pugio 

 

In my opinion, the fundamentals of Raymond’s Trinitarian thinking did not change much in 

the two decades between the Explanatio and the Pugio. Both lines of argumentation display a 

similar internal structure. Various points which are characteristic for the Trinitarian treatise in 

the Explanatio, are likewise characteristic for the Pugio: (1) emphasis on God’s Unity; (2) the 

central use of the concept of divine properties; (3) reduction to a triad of divine properties; (4) 

appropriation of a specific divine property to a specific divine person (‘personal properties’); 

(5) the importance of the concept of divine generation (generatio naturalis), which is used to 

conceptualise the immanent divine relation between the Father and the Son, God and his 

Word; (6) the use of Trinitarian analogies.   

On the other hand, the explanations of the Trinity in the Explanatio and the Pugio differ to 

a great extent. Whereas in the Explanatio the exegetical part is relatively brief and strong 

emphasis is put on rationes for the Trinity, the main focus in the Pugio is on evidence from 

Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic tradition. Apologetic reasons caused this change. The 

Explanatio aimed at Christians who were particularly confronted with Muslim objections; the 

Pugio was written in view of the discussion with Judaism. Certainly, the Trinitarian treatise of 

the Pugio shows a substantial increase of Raymond´s theological and exegetical skills. But the 

fundamental concepts on which the argumentation is structured, are largely the same.   

Did Raymond Martin leave aside ratio in the Pugio, as Gilbert Dahan suggested?
1415

 

Considering the absence of straight rationes and the impressive use of auctoritates from 

Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, he apparently did. But my analysis proves that the 

Trinitarian argumentation in the Pugio displays an intimate relation between ratio and 

auctoritas, and because of this it constitutes an example of ratio fidei, ‘the reason of faith’, as 

described by Anselm in these words:  

 
Ever since the days of the apostles, many of our holy fathers and teachers have spoken of the reason 

of our faith (ratio fidei), in order to refute the foolishness of unbelievers and break down their 

obstinacy, and also in order to nourish those who, because their hearts have already been purified by 

faith, have come to take delight in the reason of that faith—reason for which we, too, should 

hunger, once we have attained the certainty of faith.
1416

   

 

A better definition of Raymond’s enterprise can hardly be given. Now, the following 

summarizing reflections bring me to the conclusion that Dahan’s remark, that Raymond left 

aside ratio in the Pugio, is problematic.   

(1) In Chapter Four I counterclaimed already that there is more ratio in the Pugio than 

Dahan wants us to believe, that is, at the level of each of the three meanings of the 

word ratio he distinguishes: ratio fidei, ratiocinatio, and rationes.
1417

 In the Chapters 

Six and Seven I concluded moreover that Raymond’s exegetical operation includes 

various aspects derived from other sciences (linguistics, history, philosophy), giving it 

a particular rational character.  

(2) The fundamental concepts used by Raymond in the five rationes of the Trinitarian 

treatise of the Explanatio return in the Pugio, as I concluded above.  

                                                 
1415

 See Chapter Four, p. 144. 
1416

 Opening words of the commendation of Anselm’s Cur Deus Homo; Eng. trans. drawn from J. Rico, ‘The 

Reason of Faith. An Exploration of Anselm’s Dynamic Phrase “Ratio Fidei”’, in: Ramify. The Journal of the 

Braniff Graduate School of Liberal Arts 4 (2014), 76-91.   
1417

 See Chapter Four, p. 144.  



268 

 

(3) In PF III-I, c. 5 we find an important rational argument: the connection between the 

Jewish doctrine on divine middot with the Christian doctrine on divine properties. The 

reduction of many divine properties to three capital divine properties, and the 

appropriation of each of these three properties to one of the divine persons, as 

conducted by Raymond in this chapter of the Pugio, although based on biblical facts, 

is in fact a thoroughly rational argument. The same holds for the explanation of the 

concept of divine ‘person’ as a special form of divine ‘property’.  

(4) From PF III-I, c. 6, when Raymond wants to prove the existence of the divine relation 

Father-Son in Hebrew Scripture, the argumentation becomes even more exegetical. 

Still, the logical structure of the whole argument is very important, as we saw in the 

blueprint of a debate with a Jew on these matters. Biblical reading and rational 

argumentation are closely connected here.     

(5) Finally, although a specific chapter with rationes and similitudines is absent in the 

Pugio, in contrast to the Explanatio, I showed that they are not absent. The 

similitudines of the Trinity in the Pugio, however, are not weak and coincidental 

comparisons with earthly phenomenons anymore, like wine or fire. Raymond draws 

them from fundamental theological concepts, such as the imago dei, the person of 

Christ, the Tetragrammaton, and the course of history, and has connected them with 

biblical and rabbinical facts. This again is an example of how ratio and auctoritas 

have been intimately connected in the argumentation and together form the strands of 

the rope. 

 

Thus, whereas the Explanatio displays a sharp line between ratio and auctoritas, the ratio in 

the Pugio functions to ‘guarantee the coherence within the system’.
1418

 There is no decrease 

of the use of ratio, but an integration with biblical reasoning and the use of rabbinic sources. 

This was an important development of Raymond’s work after the Explanatio. His study of 

Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature must have inspired him to combine the fundamentals 

of his rational explanation with the new challenges of exegetical defence, both biblical as well 

as rabbinic.  

 

From this analysis of Raymond’s defense of the Christian Trinity, I disagree with views on his 

work which suggest that it represented solely a proof text theology and an exegetical debate. 

This may seem to be the case at first sight, but it cannot stand up to closer inspection. Harvey 

Hames, for example, maintains that, when we consider Rabbi Solomon ibn Adret’s refutation 

of the Trinity in his Teshuvot (response) and his Perushei aggadot, it seems to be more 

directed against the ‘philosophical-mystical logic’ of Raymond Lull than against the textual 

exegesis of ‘Christian polemicists of the likes of Ramon Martí who clearly did not challenge 

his mystical theosophy.’
1419

 In my opinion, this is based on a superficial reading of the 

Trinitarian treatise in the Pugio. Hames produces several elements from the refutation of the 

Rashba, which according to him could not have been infused by discussions with Raymond 

Martin.
1420

 I mention the most important: 1) Rashba’s explanation of the Shema Jisrael (Deut 

6:4); 2) his reflections on the divine Unity, divine Wisdom, and creation; 3) the three divine 

names in Ps 50:1 and its midrashic explanation in MidrPss, from which the Rashba argues 

that these names do not indicate a divine Trinity, but are three divine middot, that is, two 

middot (Elohim/Judgment and Adonai/Mercy) kept together and conjugated by a third middah 

represented by the divine name El. These elements are all present in the Trinitarian treatise of 
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the Pugio. Deut 6:4 is a central text, as, with its combination of the divine names Elohim and 

Adonai, it indicates for Raymond a certain divine plurality. MidrPss (50:1) is dealt with in the 

chapter where Raymond explains the Jewish concept of divine middot. The middah of 

Wisdom is highlighted in his explanation of the Christian concept of divine generation, the 

identification with the divine person of the Son, and the role of Wisdom/Son in divine 

creation. And also the relationship between the three divine personal middot/persons is a 

topic. So, this is much more than ‘textual exegesis’. It is a very differentiated approach, 

combining biblical reasoning, rabbinic sources, theology, philosophy, and cabbalistic 

thinking. Of course, it is possible that part of the Rashba’s refutation of the Trinity was 

directed against Raymond Lull. This is certainly true for the Rashba’s use of the middah of 

conjunction, of which Hames thinks it was an adaptation of Lullian terminology in order to 

refute Lull.
1421

 However, if we assume that Raymond Martin debated frequently with the 

Rashba in Barcelona, and we compare the Rashba’s refutation of the Trinity with the 

Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio (together with Trinitarian facts adduced by Raymond 

elsewhere), it becomes rather likely that this rabbi had in mind polemicists of the likes of 

Raymond Martin.      
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PART IV 

 

 

RAYMOND MARTIN’S ANTI-JUDAISM 

 

 

 
How can it be understood that a missionary who was well aware that preaching to the Jews 

needed a subtle approach, a smart method, and a large amount of knowledge, and therefore 

scrupulously studied Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, decided to mix his arguments 

with such negative images of the Jews, so that he comes close to what Norman Cohn calls the 

popular medieval Christian view of Judaism: a body of conspirers employed by Satan for the 

ruination of Christendom.
1422

 How should this contribute to effective preaching to the Jews? 

In his study about the persecution of minorities in the Middle Ages, David Nirenberg 

maintains that:  
 

Any inherited discourse about minorities acquired force only when people chose to find it 

meaningful and useful, and was itself reshaped by these choices [...] The choice of language was an 

active one, made in order to achieve something, made within contexts of conflict and structures of 

domination.
1423

 

     

Raymond Martin formulated his view on Judaism within a specific context of conflict. As a 

member of an active order of preachers, which was in pursuit of disseminating the Christian 

truth, he lived in a context of conflict. Jewish presence in medieval Latin Christendom was 

based on the concept of Jewish service and therefore was part of a complex of structures of 

domination. Raymond did not simply inherit a current discourse about Judaism, but he 

actively made claims, innovative claims in fact, which he reshaped out of a set of traditional 

Christian claims about Jews and Judaism which, in a process of centuries, had been 

articulated in Church documents and ecclesiastical policy. To be sure, this policy ‘demanded 

recognition of the legitimacy of Judaism and a protected place for Jews within Christian 

societies.’
1424

 But at the same time it was inherently anti-Jewish in its imagery, could be 

highly unpopular at times, and was continuously reshaped by popes and other church leaders 

as a result of actual developments and demands.  

Several historians have noticed that new negative stereotypes of Jews and Judaism emerged 

in Latin Europe during the twelfth century, to be intensified in the thirteenth century.
1425

 

Robert Chazan, who examined the twelfth-century evolution of innovative anti-Jewish 

stereotypes, shows that real changes in twelfth-century northwestern Europe influenced early 

Ashkenazic Jewish life, making it increasingly vulnerable to negative Christian imagery. But 

Jews would have fared much better, he concludes, if traditional Christian imagery of the Jew 

as enemy had not been revived and further developed.
1426

 In this period, Christian images of 

Jews based on concrete, regular contact and exchange between Christians and Jews were 
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increasingly superimposed by stereotypes that were born from the reflection of theologians 

and largely transmitted from patristic literature.
1427

 Real changes and developments caused 

the revival and reshaping of old stereotypes, which in their new form came to dominate the 

more reality-based imagery, and evolved to mechanisms of exclusion, isolation, and 

condemnation.
1428

  

Other historians have also pointed at the revival of old, Christian stereotypes of Jews and 

Judaism in the High Middle Ages. Gilbert Dahan calls it the construction of the ‘juif 

théologique’.
1429

 Jeremy Cohen speaks about the ‘hermeneutical Jew’,
1430

 and ‘the 

eschatological Jew’.
1431

 Other circulating formulations are the ‘virtual Jew’ (Sylvia Tomasch) 

and the ‘spectral Jew’ (Steven Kruger).
1432

 These authors all conclude that from the twelfth 

century onwards, the Latin-European image of Jews increasingly becomes an imaginary 

construction, no longer referring to actual Jews or Jewish communities. The images have 

more to do with the construction of Christian identity than with honest observations of living 

Jews and Judaism.
1433

 Dahan notes a  certain ‘schizophrenic view of the Jews’, and he makes 

the distinction between the ‘quotidian and real Jew, with whom one willingly discusses the 

Bible or the sciences’ and the ‘theological Jew’, constructed from patristic and medieval 

stereotypes.
1434

 The Jews were beginning to represent ‘a number of obsessions of the 

Christian world’.
1435

 They were put aside as the ‘others’; opposite figures of a Christian 

human ideal and a main threat to it, who were stigmatised as blindly erroneous and carnal,  as 

allies of the devil and outstanding examples of the enemy.
1436

 The century that modern 

historians ‘in widespread agreement’ started to characterize as a period of ‘renaissance’ and 

‘reformation’, ‘a period of intellectual and spiritual vitality that set the stage for the 

subsequent efflorescence of European thought’, was also a period that produced new 

‘persecutory patterns’ and ‘new anti-Jewish perceptions’.
1437

 

Anna Sapir Abulafia points out that medieval Christian-Jewish relations in Latin 

Christendom consisted of a ‘myriad of ambiguities and paradoxes’.
1438

 That is an important 

reason why the causes of the medieval history of Jewish deterioration and decline in Latin 

Europe are very complex. Research on different facets of it shows that this history was a web 

of socio-economic, political, religious, cultural, intellectual, popular, and psychological 

factors.
1439

 It seems, moreover, that it occurred generally earlier in northwestern than in 
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southern Europe.
1440

 In the south, it particularly increased from the second half of the 

thirteenth century onwards. Reasons for this later development are manifold. In Iberia the 

Christian kings inherited a centuries-old Muslim tradition of convivencia, ‘which was far less 

diffident about the role of Jews in contemporary polities than traditional Christian ones.’
1441

 

Moreover, circumstances forced the Christian kings to use Jewish service in order to 

‘consolidate their royal authority’, not in the least ‘to act as royal vanguards in the 

resettlement of Muslim areas brought under Christian rule’.
1442

 Jewish communities in the 

south were for the most part older, larger, richer, better acculturated than those in the north. 

They occupied a vital position in the economical and political life. Daily contacts between 

Christians and Jews were more frequent and necessary, so that old, negative stereotyping of 

Jews and Judaism could less easily take hold among Christians.
1443

 In the areas reconquered 

by the Christian kings on the Muslims, Jewish communities were perceived ‘as potential allies 

of great value. They were thoroughly integrated into the societal structures newly conquered 

and knew them well.’
1444

   

In these last chapters of my study, I will describe several aspects of Raymond’s anti-

Judaism, try to explain it in the specific context by which it was shaped, and show the 

possible function it had in his work as a missionary and polemicist. I will focus on three 

themes, each of which, according to me, is essential for Raymond’s anti-Judaism. In Chapter 

Ten I will survey the anti-Jewish discourse he inherited from Latin theologians and 

polemicists from the twelfth century, and describe the way he reshaped this into his own 

discourse: the imagery of Jews and the view on Judaism he communicated through the 

Capistrum and the Pugio, including his view on Jewish guilt. But, as I already made clear, 

Raymond’s imagery was not shaped in splendid isolation; it sprang from the specific context 

of thirteenth century Aragon, in which for a friar like Raymond the forces of innovative 

Dominican missionizing, the economic, social and political circumstances of the region, and 

the position of Jews and Jewish communities, formed a specific polemical arena. I will sketch 

the historical context of his anti-Judaism and its function in Chapter Eleven.  

In Chapter Twelve I will enter into an essential historical discussion. Historians consider 

the writings of Raymond Martin to be an important indication of the changes that led to a 

deterioration of Judaism in medieval Latin Europe. Jeremy Cohen, for example, argues that 

Raymond’s work shows evidence of a new stage in the increase of Christian anti-Judaism, and 

that he departed from the traditional Augustinian view on the Jews, which secured the Jews 

for centuries of a relatively safe and autonomous place in Latin Christian Europe. Robert 

Chazan denies that the friars really left the Augustinian paradigm. I will evaluate the 

discussion between these two medievalists and delineate my own position in it.   

 

                                                                                                                                                         
factor was the decisive factor: the association of Jews with Muslims by Christians and the belief that the Jews 

were allies of the Muslims and thus formed a fifth column in Christian territory.      
1440
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1441
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1442
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CHAPTER TEN 

 

 

THE FACE OF RAYMOND MARTIN’S ANTI-JUDAISM 

 

 

 
I fully agree with Anna Sapir-Abulafia that ‘not all anti-Jewish feeling as it developed from 

the twelfth century onwards was purely intellectual’. That is why the next chapter of my 

dissertation will be dedicated to some socio-economic and political factors in thirteenth 

century Aragon that affected the position of Judaism and pushed it into a direction that made 

it vulnerable to new forms of anti-Judaism. At the same time, insight into the intellectual 

character of the process and in the role of theology remains important. Thus, in the present 

chapter, I will focus on theological images of Judaism. First I will give a survey of general 

changes in Latin Christian theology and polemic against the Jews from the twelfth century 

onwards. After that I will relate Raymond’s view on Judaism to these broader developments.  

 

 

 

1. Inherited Discourse  

 

From the eleventh through the thirteenth century, Latin Europe developed rapidly, and in its 

wake we see ‘a parallel ascendancy of the Jewish communities it harboured and attracted’.
1445

 

The same period saw ‘marked intensification of religious identity in both the Christian 

majority and the Jewish minority.’
1446

 And ‘on the majority side the Roman Catholic church 

improved its organizational structure and committed itself to more effective promulgation of 

its teachings throughout every stratum of Christian society.’
1447

 The increase of Christian 

polemics against Judaism, and Jewish polemics against Christianity, were a sign of this 

intensification of religious identity, as were the introduction of more strict ecclesiastical 

regulations regarding contacts between Christians and Jews, and the increase of popular anti-

Jewish sentiments.
1448

 Historians agree that revived anti-Judaism becomes visible during the 

twelfth century, when Christian theology went through a renaissance. Although with the rise 

of the mendicant orders and the intensification of popular preaching in the thirteenth century, 

religious debates and intellectual confrontations between Christians and Jews intensified, the 

twelfth century displays shifts in the view of Christian theologians on Judaism. Therefore this 

chapter starts in the twelfth century.  

 

 

Theological developments in twelfth century Latin theology 

The twelfth-century renaissance, 'renaissance' being an epithet ‘used to describe the 

intellectual activity of the late eleventh and the first half of the twelfth centuries’,
1449

 may be 

characterized as:  
 

                                                 
1445

 Chazan, The Jews of Medieval Western Christendom 1000-1500, Cambridge 2006, 5. 
1446

 Id., Medieval Stereotypes, 35.  
1447

 Ibid. 
1448

 Chazan, The Jews, 7.   
1449

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 1. 
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A pioneering epoch of exciting material and cultural advance during which new intellectual and 

spiritual avenues were explored […] New sources of information became available to western 

Europeans through widening spheres of travel and commerce and the recovery of ancient literary 

texts. Innovative patterns of scientific and philosophical reasoning developed alongside altered 

esthetic sensitivities and expressions.
1450

 

  

Thus, several innovative cultural and intellectual tendencies commenced in this period. For 

Christian theology, five tendencies in particular are important to mention.
1451

 First, the use of 

many new literal sources together with the growing role of philosophy. Second, an increasing 

Christian engagement with the literature and traditions of non-Christians. Third, an intensified 

focus on the literal sense of the Bible. Fourth, a growing interest in human nature, emotion, 

and motivation. Fifth, the intellectual encounter with Islam. These new intellectual and 

cultural horizons accelerated the development of Christian thought. At the same time, as 

Robert Chazan puts forward, they ‘did little to lead in the direction of greater toleration of 

dissidence’; on the contrary, they decidedly ‘heightened negative attitudes toward others in 

general and toward the Jewish other in particular.’1452
  

   The introduction and study of many literal sources from outside Christian theology 

inevitably led to growing attempts to explain and defend the Christian faith, and to show that 

much of the new knowledge, whether religious, philosophical or scientific, was not 

inconsistent with the faith, but rather corroborated it. Theologians argued that tenets of the 

Christian faith, like the Trinity, the Divinity of Christ, the Incarnation, or the Virgin Birth, 

were not incomprehensible dogmas only to be accepted by acts of faith, but that they included 

some degree of rationality:  
 

Not all scholars of the twelfth-century renaissance were lovers of reason, but one can still say that 

the philosophical legacy of that period was the confidence that if non-Christian material were used 

correctly it would corroborate or even prove the teachings of faith. The effect of this was that 

amongst those employing reason, philosophy became a Christian tool.
1453

  

 

In some cases, rationalism contributed to the justification of intolerance.
1454

 In the Christian 

concept of reason, which was in twelfth century renaissance ‘imbued with all kinds of 

Platonic and Stoic connotations’, the human mind was believed to be able to grasp the 

Christian truth, at least to a certain degree.
1455

 When the mind/spirit is considered to stand far 

above the body/flesh and when truth is regarded as equal to the Christian truth, it is easy to 

understand why Jews (or Muslims, or heretics), ‘who continued to refute that ‘truth’, were 
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[…] increasingly associated with what lay opposite to reason: the senses or appetites of the 

body.’
1456

 Peter the Venerable (ca. 1094-1156), one of the most notorious examples of such 

ways of arguing, presented the following simplistic syllogism: (1) The uniqueness of man in 

relation to animals is his faculty of reason; (2) when Jews are not able to understand the 

rationality of the Christian doctrine, (3) they must be a carnal kind of people:
1457

  
 

I do not know whether I am speaking to a man […] I know not whether a Jew is a man because he 

does not cede to human reason, nor does he acquiesce to the divine authorities which are his 

own.
1458

 […] I dare not say you are a man lest perhaps I lie, because I know that reason is 

extinguished in you, yea buried, reason that separates man from other animals and puts him in 

charge of him.
1459

  

 

‘This interlocked with the way in which the Hebrew Bible was viewed within the context of 

Christian salvific history.’
1460

 Salvation could only be attained with the coming of Christ and, 

thus, the rewards promised in the Old Testament could only be material, whereas those 

promised in the New Testament were spiritual. ‘Jews became steadily more associated with 

the material gain which their Scriptures were thought to offer them.’
1461

 In this way the 

‘bifurcation’ between reason and bodily senses supplied an answer to the question why Jews 

persisted in denying the Christian faith and refused to consider its rationality. Jews were 

increasingly viewed as carnal, mainly out for material gain, producing a body of literature full 

of filth,
1462

 and always connected to the forces of evil.
1463

  

Part of the innovative scientific spirit in the twelfth century was ‘a heightened awareness of 

the complexities of nature and human experience’.
1464

 One of its theological expressions was 

a growing attention to the humanity of Christ, his way of life, and, especially, his suffering 

and death. This, again, was an important step in the development of Christian medieval 

thought, but again one that affected the view on Judaism negatively. Already for centuries, 

Christianity had branded the Jews as the killers of Christ. When from the twelfth century 

onwards, the focus on the suffering of Christ increased, this caused a growing preoccupation 

with his presumed killers. It seems, moreover, that this was reinforced by the emerging 

interest in the intentions behind human action and behaviour. ‘In effect, concern with human 

motivation deepened the traditional sense of Jewish culpability.’
1465

  

Historians assume an ‘emotional sensibilisation´ in the High Middle Ages. This may be one 

of the explanations of the rise of a new mysticism in the twelfth century. But if this period 

saw an increase in the role of human emotion, it is likely that the dark side of emotionality   

showed itself more often as well, and that elements like fear and hatred were directed against 

deviant groups, among which the Jews.
1466

 Research shows an intensification of the diabolic 
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in human imagination. Bearing such developments in mind, it will not come as a surprise that 

the old myth of a bond between the devil and the Jews was revived in literature, as well as in 

more popular expressions.  

The intensified focus on the literal sense of the biblical text held the potential of bringing 

Christians and Jews together. And it did so in a limited way. But it also led to a stronger 

criticism on Judaism. ‘The search for the plain meaning of the biblical text ultimately meant 

that those not assenting to this reading were viewed as either intellectually or morally 

deficient.’
1467

 A revived Christian interest in the Hebrew language and the Hebrew Bible 

‘became an additional element that separated Christian from Jew.’
1468

 The new focus of 

Christian scholars on the littera and veritas Hebraica of Scripture pointed them to an 

additional field of attention, that of rabbinic literature. Initially brought to the fore by converts 

from Judaism, like Peter Alfonsi, it came to the notice of Christians by birth, like Peter the 

Venerable and Alain of Lille (ca. 1117 – c. 1202). The judgement of these twelfth-century 

theologians on rabbinic literature was one of utmost disapproval.
1469

 In the thirteenth century 

the topic further developed into whether Judaism was still faithful to the Mosaic Law or had 

adopted perhaps a deuterosis, ‘another law’. The question was critical, since from the time of 

Augustine one of the reasons for tolerating Judaism within a Christian society was based on 

the premise that Jews were important guardians of the truth of the Old Testament and of the 

historicity of messianic prophesies. When thirteenth-century churchmen started to conclude 

that rabbinic tradition constituted a deviation from the Old Law, one of the basic reasons for 

the legitimacy of Judaism in a Christian society seems to have come under pressure. The 

question is whether this really led to a fundamental shift in the Christian view on Jewish 

presence in society. I will return to this question extensively in relation to Raymond Martin’s 

work.   

 

 

Developments in anti-Jewish polemic 

During the same twelfth-century renaissance, a revival of anti-Jewish polemics started:  

 
Polemical activity in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries reached new heights. Among Christians, 

the outpouring of anti-Jewish polemic began in the late eleventh century and reached a crescendo in 

the twelfth […] Among Jews, the writing of polemic began in the late twelfth century and reached a 

peak (at least in France and Germany) in the thirteenth […] The renaissance of Christian polemic 

was as much a result of a general intellectual revival as of a new concern with Jews; the Jewish 

response, although somewhat delayed, was inevitable, and in two important instances, it was 

imposed in the form of forced disputations.
1470

  

 

The first to describe the evolution of this field of medieval theology in a systematic way, was 

Amos Funkenstein.
1471

 He notes four patterns of variation in twelfth-century anti-Jewish 

polemics: (1) the older pattern of Dialogi cum Judaeis or Tractatus contra Judaeos; (2) the 

rationalistic polemics, attempting a demonstration of the rational or philosophical superiority 

of Christianity; (3) the attack against the post-biblical Jewish religious literature; (4) the 

attempt to demonstrate that post-biblical Jewish literature contains explicit hints of the truth of 
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the Christian dogma.
1472

 It is important to mention that Funkenstein speaks about the 

evolution in anti-Jewish polemic: the new patterns did not undo the former but were added to 

it. Therefore, in the course of the twelfth century, the categories began to overlap. Biblical 

authority remained vital and the appeal to reason continued to play an important role, even 

when evidence from the Talmud was introduced.
1473

  

Funkenstein shows that two of the aforementioned developments in twelfth century 

theology are also clearly visible in anti-Jewish polemics: the use of reason and the grappling 

with and incorporation of newly discovered bodies of non-Christian religious literature, in this 

case rabbinic literature.
1474

 He forgets to mention a third development: the innovative focus 

on the (Hebrew) letter of the biblical text. He is corrected on this point by Sapir-Abulafia, 

who notes that ‘the older pattern of Western religious polemic’, that is, ‘a stereotyped 

enumeration of proofs taken from the Bible for the truth of Christianity, and the detection of 

prophecies and prefigurations’
1475

 was revived by a developing interest in the Hebrew letter of 

the Bible.
1476

 As I argued in Chapters Four and Five, this interest had a theological/exegetical, 

as well as an apologetic side. Twelfth-century Christian scholars enriched the exegesis of Old 

Testament books by learning Hebrew and by seeking the advice of rabbis about Hebrew 

biblical passages; ‘their ultimate aim was to intensify their own and their community’s 

Christian understanding of the text.’
1477

 On the level of apologetics theologians spelled out 

that as long as Christians did not know Hebrew they would always be at a disadvantage in 

discussion with Jews.
1478

 Two other mentioned features of the twelfth-century renaissance, the 

interest in human motivation and the encounter with Islam, are lacking as well in 

Funkenstein’s analysis. Both features were elaborated by Jeremy Cohen. I will deal with the 

point of human motivation and the ensuing increasing emphasis on Jewish guilt in the 

following section. In the Chapters Three, Four, and Eight I paid attention to Raymond 

Martin’s encounter with Islam. 

 

 

  

2. Changes in the Thirteenth Century 

 

The same Jeremy Cohen argued that the major changes in anti-Jewish polemics took place in 

the thirteenth century. He points out that important anti-Jewish polemicists of the twelfth 

century (Gilbert Crispin, Odo of Cambrai, William of Champeaux), although they opened up 

doors to new polemic patterns, also ‘tend to preserve the traditional reliance on the Old 

Testament for evidence, the literary and unreal nature of Christian-Jewish dialogue, and the 

lack of relevance to contemporary Judaism.’
1479

 Even Peter Alfonsi, who was the first to 

attack Judaism on the basis of rabbinic literature and thus evidenced a significant change from 

preceding polemicists, reverted to older methods in the largest part of his Dialogus contra 

Iudaeos.
1480

 The same holds for Peter the Venerable. His Tractatus adversus Iudaeorum 

                                                 
1472

 Funkenstein traces each of these patterns back to the twelfth century. Whereas the fourth was initiated by 

Alain of Lille, it was developed more seriously only in the second half of the thirteenth century in Spain by Paul 

Christian and Raymond Martin cum suis. 
1473

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 73. 
1474

 Funkenstein, ‘Basic Types’, 377.   
1475

 Ibid., 374.   
1476

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 94-106. See also Smalley, The Study of the Bible, 149-172, about Andrew of 

St. Victor and his interest in Jewish sources.   
1477

 Ibid., 94.  
1478

 Ibid.   
1479

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 25.  
1480

 Ibid., 27. Only in the first three of the twelve chapters of the Dialogus Alfonsi attacks rabbinic literature.   



279 

 

inveteram duritiem ‘concentrated mainly on the traditional proofs of Christianity from the Old 

Testament; the attack on the Talmud comprised only the last of five chapters.’
1481

 Thus, 

Cohen concludes:  

 
The methodological nuances of writers like Peter Alfonsi, Peter of Cluny, and the English Alanus in 

their anti-Jewish polemics were noteworthy. Their direct allusion to or citation of the Talmud 

clearly represented a novel element in the Christian attack on Judaism and set the stage for more 

important developments to follow. Yet the basic characteristics of twelfth-century polemic differed 

little from those of the polemic that had preceded it, and the polemicists considered thus far did not 

alter the theological status of the Jews and their religion in the eyes of many influential churchmen 

of their day […] The major changes in anti-Jewish polemic, however, came only in the thirteenth 

century with the inquisitorial and missionary efforts of Dominican and Franciscan friars.
1482

   

 

Much study has been done since on medieval Christian and Jewish polemic, including that by 

Cohen himself. Writings of twelfth-century Christian polemicists, which Cohen still 

categorized within the traditional form of anti-Jewish polemic, have been studied extensively. 

Important conclusions were drawn by Anna Sapir Abulafia.
1483

 She states that ‘the process of 

practical exclusion, which accelerated in the course of the thirteenth century and in which the 

attack on the Talmud played such an important role’, and ‘the introduction of legislation 

aimed at isolating the Jews’, was already firmly under way by the middle of the twelfth 

century.’
1484

 She sees a ‘theoretical hollowing out of the Augustinian concept’.
1485

 Against 

Cohen’s argument that the twelfth-century polemicists did not deviate very much from their 

predecessors and that the real change took place in the thirteenth century, she remarks: 
 

I have tried to demonstrate the fact that many of the [twelfth-century] scholars whom we have 

scrutinized did not know all that much about contemporary Judaism, and the fact that the 

disputations which they wrote did not take place as real-life debates with contemporary Jews, does 

not mean that the ideas these men developed about Jews were insignificant. The attitudes they 

formed concerning the place of Jews within human society fed into the way Jews were regarded by 

later and better informed generations of thinkers.
1486

  

 

Cohen drew his initial conclusions in the Friars and the Jews (1982). A quick glance at the 

contents of his more recent Living Letters of the Law (1999) shows that he took the criticism 

that he had underestimated the changes in the Christian view on Jews in the twelfth century 

quite seriously. Part Three of the book, which is by far the largest part and immediately 
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precedes the part in which the role of the friars is reconsidered, is wholly dedicated to twelfth-

century theologians.
1487

 Cohen stresses that the process was gradual and complex. His 

conclusion is that twelfth-century theologians and polemicists displayed a ‘rising and 

sharpening interest in the Jew’.  

 

 

Jewish culpability: disbelief, willful ignorance, crucifixion 

As the interest in human motivation and behaviour became a substantial trend in twelfth- 

century theology, the question about the Jewish motivations for rejecting Christ and their 

culpability entered into the minds of theologians in a new way.
1488

 ‘If no one in medieval 

Europe questioned the actual role of the Jews as killers of Jesus, the intentions and 

motivations of the Jews were another matter: did the Jews of the first century, and by 

extension, their medieval descendants, recognize Jesus as messiah and Son of God, or were 

they entirely ignorant of the magnitude of their crime?’
1489

 On the basis of passages from 

Lombard’s Sentences and certain commentaries on it, Gilbert Dahan concludes that twelfth- 

century theologians do not attempt to attenuate the responsibility of the Jews for the 

crucifixion of Christ. On the contrary, it seems to be an axioma, giving an ‘impression of 

fragility or incoherence’ to the reasons and intentions behind the responsibility.
1490

  

On the basis of accounts of Jews who debated with Paul Christian, and the writings of 

Raymond Martin and Thomas Aquinas, Jeremy Cohen argues that a theology was on its way 

that stressed the culpability of the Jewish sages and leaders.
1491

 It departed from the old view 

that the Jews were acting blindly when they asked for Christ’s crucifixion. ‘During the early 

medieval period, until the twelfth century, a tradition of Jewish ignorance was generally 

regnant; but by the thirteenth century, a new tradition of intentionality emerged as 

predominant in certain clerical circles.’
1492

 The old Augustinian view, that is, the notion that 

the Jews were ignorantly blind, remained essentially unchallenged during the early Middle 

Ages, with the only exception of the venerable Bede, who held that the leaders of the Jews 

killed Jesus not in ignorance but out of envy.
1493

 At the eve of the twelfth century, Anselm of 

Canterbury still clung to the prevalent Augustinian position, but in the following period 

Bede’s view was revived and extended.
1494

 The Glossa ordinaria, to mention an important 

example, states that the Jewish leaders knew that Jesus was the Messiah but did not 

understand that he was the Son of God.
1495

 The Glossa makes two distinctions: between 

Jewish leaders and the uneducated Jewish people, of whom only the first knew that Jesus was 
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the Messiah; and between knowledge about Jesus being the Messiah and Jesus being divine; 

all Jews were assumed to be ignorant about the last point.
1496

      

In the thirteenth century certain friar-masters of theology started to consider the case more 

consistently. It might be said that Alexander of Hales and Albert the Great, although certainly 

not absolving the Jews of their sin, tended to subscribe to the notion of Jewish ignorance, 

whereas Hugh of St. Cher, Bonaventura, and Thomas Aquinas ‘veered more definitely to the 

view that the Jews’ murder of Christ and the Son of God was indeed intentional.’
1497

 Hugh 

and Bonaventura followed the two distinctions made in the Glossa.
1498

 Thomas did as well, 

but according to Cohen, he proceeded even further, especially in the Summa theologiae III, q. 

47, a. 5.
1499

 There Thomas quotes Augustine (De Qq. Nov. et Vet. Test., q. 66) that the elders 

or leaders (maiores) of the Jews, like the demons, recognized that Jesus:  
 

‘was the Messiah promised in the Law: for they saw all the signs in Him which the prophets said 

would come to pass: but they did not know the mystery of His Godhead.’ Consequently the Apostle 

says: ‘If they had known it, they would never have crucified the Lord of glory.’ It must, however, 

be understood that their ignorance did not excuse them from crime, because it was, as it were, 

affected ignorance. For they saw manifest signs of His Godhead; yet they perverted them out of 

hatred and envy of Christ; neither would they believe His words, whereby He avowed that He was 

the Son of God.
1500

 

 

This passage led Cohen to conclude that Thomas held the Jewish leaders fully responsible for 

their crime, because what they did was somehow voluntary; it derived from hatred and envy. 

They were so affected by sin that they, so to say, wished to stay ignorant. They were ridden 

with an ignorantia affectata, a ‘voluntary ignorance’, as Cohen translates it, which does not 

excuse their crime but seems to aggravate it. Therefore the Jews were not only crucifiers of 

the man Christ but also of the God.
1501

  

Cohen gives special attention to the category of ignorantia affectata. This category suggests 

that Jewish ignorance was not innocent: ‘such self-wrought ignorance itself derived from their 

                                                 
1496

 Another twelfth-century theologian who took the same position, was Peter Comestor in his Historia 

scholastica; PL 198 (1925-1927), 1604.    
1497

 Cohen, ‘The Jews as the Killers’, 17-18. In addition to Cohen, Dahan adduces some texts of Alexander 

which might point to deviations from the Augustinian position. Dahan points to Alexander’s distinction between 

caritas in intentione and veritas in electione: the Jews lacked the second and to a certain extent also the first. 

Moreover, the Jewish leaders were lead by envy and maliciousness. See Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 566. 

For Alexander, see his Glossa in IV libros Sententiarium, part III (ed. Quaracchi, 1954, 329) (on III Sent., dist. 

20). 
1498

 For other distinctions made by Bonaventura, see ibid., 18-19. Dahan points to a distinction made by Peter of 

Poitiers, Bonaventura, and Thomas Aquinas: that of opus operans and opus operatum. At the level of the opus 

operans it should be denied that the Jews did the right thing; at that of the opus operatum it might be said that 

the Jews acted well, but, as Thomas states, only per accidens and ex consequenti. See Dahan, Les intellectuels 

chrétiens, 569.    
1499

 Cohen, Living Letters, 374: ‘Thomas applied such a hierarchical classification of ancient Jews more 

extensively than did many of his predecessors.’See also id., ‘The Jews as the Killers of Christ’, 19-20. 
1500

 ST III, q. 47, a. 5, resp.: ‘Respondeo dicendum quod apud Iudaeos quidam erant maiores, et quidam minores. 

Maiores quidem, qui eorum principes dicebantur, cognoverunt, ut dicitur in libro quaest. Nov. et Vet. Test., sicut 

et daemones cognoverunt, eum esse Christum promissum in lege, omnia enim signa videbant in eo quae dixerant 

futura prophetae. Mysterium autem divinitatis eius ignorabant, et ideo apostolus dixit quod, si cognovissent, 

nunquam dominum gloriae crucifixissent. Sciendum tamen quod eorum ignorantia non eos excusabat a crimine, 

quia erat quodammodo ignorantia affectata. Videbant enim evidentia signa ipsius divinitatis, sed ex odio et 

invidia Christi ea pervertebant, et verbis eius, quibus se Dei filium fatebatur, credere noluerunt.’  
1501

 Ibid.: ‘Ignorantia affectata non excusat a culpa, sed magis videtur culpam aggravare: ostendit enim hominem 

sic vehementer esse affectatum ad peccandum, quod vult ignorantiam incurrere, ne peccatum vitet. Et ideo 

Judaei peccaverunt, non solum tanquam hominis Christi, sed etiam tanquam Dei crucifixores.’ 
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sinful intentions, and thus only compounded their culpability.’
1502

 He points out that Thomas 

derived the particular application of the category of ignorantia affectata ‘from more general 

ideas about the relationship between ignorance and guilt’, and he quotes from De Malo: 

‘When someone expressly desires to be ignorant, in order that he not be restrained from sin by 

reason of his knowledge, such ignorance excuses sin neither completely nor partially, but 

rather increases it.’
1503

 He further points to the fact that in a different context, where Thomas 

dealt with the Jewish rejection of the truth of Christ’s miracles, he stated that the Jews sinned 

against the Holy Spirit, an act deriving from ‘willful malice’ (ex certa malitia). Cohen’s 

conclusion, then, is that for Thomas Jewish voluntary ignorance and willful malice went hand 

in hand. ‘In all but the most limited, technical sense, then, the deicide and the disbelief of the 

Jewish sages of Jesus’ day were deliberate.’
1504

 All this is further substantiated by a short 

study on Thomas’s interpretation of Mosaic Law:
1505

  
 

For Aquinas, however, Jewish observance of the Mosaic commandments now amounts to nothing 

less than a repudiation of their literal sense, which limited their appropriateness to a particular 

period in the past […]. Every time a Jew now observes a commandment from his law, he violates 

God’s ancient covenant with Israel in its literal as well as its Christological sense. Moreover, just as 

the Jewish leaders crucified Jesus intentionally, knowing that he was their saviour and choosing not 

to know that he was their God, so have learned Jews abandoned the letter of the law willfully. They 

have chosen to profess falsehood, and in that they resemble heretics, deliberate unbelievers.
1506

    

 

Although Cohen admits that Thomas followed the basic premises of the Augustinian tradition 

regarding the Jews and the applications of it in canon law, he states that Thomas gave ‘on 

grounds more  theoretical […] new expression to some of the innovative tendencies of his 

day.’
1507

 ‘Philosophical and hermeneutical considerations led him to construct a Jew who did 

not jibe with these traditions.’
1508

 

Nevertheless, Thomas adhered to ‘the need to maintain a measure of peaceful coexistence 

between Christians and Jews,’
1509

 a thing which Cohen denies for Thomas’s Spanish co-friars 

Paul Christian and Raymond Martin. They regularly and vehemently accused the Jews of their 

own day, and, according to Cohen, disseminated an innovative ‘missionary ideology’ which 

unsettled the traditional basis of such peaceful coexistence and pursued the conversion of the 

Jews. For example, according to the author of the Hebrew narrative which describes a debate 

between Paul Christian and Rabbi Abraham ben Samuel in Paris around 1269, Paul stated that 

Jews ‘still do not confess their sin; they deserve to be killed, just as they killed Jesus; and woe 

those creatures that tolerate them’.
1510

 This statement in the Hebrew narrative leads Cohen to 

                                                 
1502

 Cohen, Living Letters, 375. 
1503

 Thomas Aquinas, De Malo 3.8; Cohen, Living Letters, 374.    
1504

 Cohen, Living Letters, 375.   
1505

 Ibid., 376-388.   
1506

 Ibid., 388.  
1507

 Ibid. Cohen mentions a few texts which according to him prove that Thomas subscribes the logic of the 

Augustinian doctrine, especially his letter to the duchess of Brabant, ST II-II, q. 10, a. 7-11. But, ‘although 

Thomas’s Jewish policy stood squarely within Augustinian tradition, the Jew who emerged from his biblical 

hermeneutic and his theology challenged the very rationale for that policy’; ibid., 388. And: ‘The very 

dissonance between policy ordinance and theological abstraction warrants recognition’; ibid., 365. The title of 

the chapter in which Cohen studies Thomas’s ideas reads: ‘Ambiguities of Thomistic Synthesis’, 364-389.  
1508

 Ibid, 365. According to Cohen, this construction of the Jew happens in texts, like ST II-II, q. 10, a. 1-6, on 

disbelief in general (de infidelitate in communi), and the already mentioned ST III, q. 47, a. 5. 
1509

 Ibid., 366.   
1510

 The statement is translated by Cohen from Shatzmiller, La deuxième controverse, 54; see Living Letters, 

339; see also the German translation in Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 222: ‘Alle seine Wunder sind 

zweifellos wahr und noch geben sie ihr Verbrechen nicht zu. Sie verdienen es getötet zu werden, wie sie ihn 

getötet haben und wehe ihnen, den Geschöpfen, die sie dulden.’  
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conclude that the Jewish community of Paris ‘considered its survival at risk’ and that ‘Paul 

discerned no redeeming social – or theological – value in a Jewish presence in his Christian 

community.’
1511

 He finds additional support for this conclusion in a royal French document 

from the same period, called the Sentencia lata per illustrem regem francorum contra Judeos 

habitans in dominacione sua (‘a Judgment given by the illustrious king of the French against 

the Jews residing in his domain’).
1512

 The Sentencia was probably not a formal decree but a 

working document in preparation of a decree, ‘reflecting a policymaking process in the royal 

chancery’. It includes arguments against the Jews, certified by the king as true; it contains 

counter-arguments by the Jews; and it repeatedly accuses Jews of blasphemy:
1513

    
 

The Sentencia castigates the Jews for the malicious – that is, intentional – ignorance fuelling their 

denial of Christianity; this notion undergirded Thomas Aquinas’s understanding of their intentional 

deicide, discussed below. The Jew, concludes the Sentencia, “wills not to know or to understand.” 

[…] The Sentencia clearly deems the Jews of contemporary France intolerable. And its concluding 

paragraph links this intolerability to King Louis IX’s decision to burn the Talmud.
1514

  

 

Cohen adds that Thomas Aquinas ‘gave his position its fullest expression only after having 

resided in Paris between 1269 and 1272, at the same time that Friar Paul was active in the 

same city.’
1515

  

Here some critical remarks seem appropriate. First of all, we have no writings of Paul 

Christian himself; his arguments can only be read in the Hebrew account of the second 

Talmud disputation of Paris, so that we cannot be certain whether he really took such a radical 

position. As far as we know, this was not yet the case during the Disputation of Barcelona 

seven years before. Second, I object against the suggestion that the anti-Judaism of the 

Sentencia is comparable to that of Thomas. We know quite certainly that Thomas did not 

deem the Jews of France to be intolerable. Nowhere did he  write in such negative terms about 

the Jews of his time. On the contrary, further down Cohen admits that ‘in articulating his 

ecclesiastical policy toward Jews of contemporary Christendom, Thomas admittedly adopted 

a largely traditional, conservative posture’.
1516

 Therefore, there is more reason to suppose that 

Thomas disagreed with Paul Christian’s position (if the latter was indeed the medieval 

‘Haman’, as the Hebrew account presented him), than that he was inspired by him. And about 

the Sentencia: since Merchavia dates it between 1270 and 1306 (when the Jews were expelled 

from the French kingdom), it is very unlikely that notions being part of it would have 

undergirded Thomas’s understanding of Jewish guilt.
1517

 I am ready to follow Cohen’s 

argument that in a more theoretical and theological sense Thomas innovated elements of the 

common Christian view on Jewish guilt, but his argument that these innovations were inspired 

by the ideas of radicals, who attempted to isolate Jews socially or even argued to chase them 

away from France, overstates his case. 

Can the radical views on contemporary Jewry attributed to Paul Christian be found in 

Raymond Martin’s writings? According to Cohen they are certainly present. He reads much in 

Raymond’s propositions that is ‘novel and distinctive’ in relation to ‘older arguments and 
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 Ibid., 340.   
1512

 The text is published in Shatzmiller, La deuxième controverse, 76-91, and was originally published in Ch. 

Merchavia, ‘Un documento desconocido sobre la historia de los judíos en la Francia medieval’, Sefarad 26 

(1966), 53-78. 
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 Cohen, Living Letters, 340-341 (and note 64). 
1514

 Ibid., 341.   
1515

 Ibid., 339-340.   
1516

 Ibid., 365.  
1517

 Merchavia, ‘Un documento desconocido’, 53-78 ; Shatzmiller, La deuxième controverse, 25-29 ;76-105.  
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stratagems of Christian Adversus Iudaeos polemic’.
1518

 In the Capistrum this happened ‘in 

more rudimentary fashion’, as it ‘testifies to an earlier stage in the crystallization of Raymond 

Martin’s anti-Judaism’; in the Pugio ‘he systematized the ideas posed tentatively and less 

methodically in the Capistrum Iudaeorum.’
1519

 Cohen discerns three main issues that 

constitute the core of Raymond’s anti-Judaism, of which he presents evidence from both the 

Capistrum and the Pugio: (1) the association between the devil and the Jews; (2) a view on 

rabbinic Judaism as a degeneration and perversion of the biblical law; (3) the distinctive 

character of contemporary Jewry, differentiating between ancient and modern Jews, and 

presenting the latter as a ‘genuine, threatening presence of contemporary Judaism’, which 

continues ‘to subvert the teachings of their God’, rejects ‘the truth of the few talmudic 

traditions that do validate the teachings of Christianity’, persists ‘in the brazen corruption of 

Scripture’, and deceives Christians in many secretive ways.
1520

           

  

 

 

3. Aspects of Raymond’s Anti-Judaism
1521

  

 

In the following pages I will delineate Raymond’s anti-Judaism in four steps. First I present a 

sketch of the stereotypes he employed. Then I show how he reshaped the old myth about a 

bond between the devil and the Jews. After that, I will give further depth to this point by 

examining Raymond’s view on the fundamental cause of Jewish guilt. Finally, I will enter 

upon some biblical typologies he uses for the Jewish people. 

 

 

Stereotypes: images of Jews and Judaism 

Raymond employs an arsenal of stereotypical images for Jews and Judaism. I have divided 

them into different types: nominal definitions of Jewish disbelief, verbal statements on Jewish 

actions or strategies against the Christian truth, and metaphorical characterizations.
1522

 

Examples of the first type are the frequent use of words like perfidia, pravitas, fatuitas, 

falsitas, insania, astutia, et cetera.
1523

 The second type of stereotypes regards descriptions of 

Jewish behaviour or strategies in discussion with Christian preachers. Frequently employed 

verbs are impugnare, fabulare, refugere, subterfugere, denegare, et cetera. For example: 

 
Circa textum veritatem impugnant, vel subterfugiunt, vel suam contra eum ingerunt falsitatem […]; 

a fraude quam circa textum faciunt […], sic extento collo refugiunt […]; magis propter malitiam, 

quam propter imperitiam denegare […]. Secundus modus latitandi sibi in sua perfidia est, vix aut 
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 Cohen, Living Letters, 352.   
1519

 Ibid.; also ibid., 348. See my conclusions in Chapter Six.  
1520

 The three issues are discussed in ibid., 348-358; they are explicitly distinguished in ibid., 352. My quotations 

are taken from ibid., 357.     
1521

 Important publications on Raymond’s image of Jews and Judaism are: Bonfil, ‘The Nature of Judaism’; Id., 

‘The Devil and the Jews in the Christian Consciousness of the Middle Ages’, in: S. Almog (ed.), Antisemitism 

through the Ages, Jerusalem 1988 [trans.], 91-98; Cohen, Living Letters, 342-358. See also U. Ragacs, Mit Zaum 

und Zügel, 169-178.  
1522

 I use the term stereotype in the meaning of an often repeated characterization of persons, groups or 

phenomena.    
1523

 See Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 71. In the prologue to the Capistrum, we find the 

nominal descriptions: caecitas, duritia, malitia, perfidia (section 1), imperitia, malitia, falsitas (s. 4), perfidia (s. 

5), fraus, dolus, malitia, iniquitas (s. 6). See Chapter Five, Section One.  
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numquam ad propositum respondere […]; in responsione dolosa […]; et auditoribus rationes tuas 

veras et fortes, nullas ac frivolas reddant.
1524

  

 

The third group, metaphorical stereotypes of Jews, Judaism or rabbis are largely drawn from 

the animal world.
1525

 There are many of them in the Capistrum and Pugio. They mainly 

function as a contrast to human understanding: irrationality or the refusal of truth. Two types 

are prevalent: those referring to Jewish strategies in debate with Christians and those typifying 

Jewish ignorance and refusal of the Christian truth. Examples of the first type accuse the Jews 

of either cowardice or slyness: the lizard or the mole, who, when taken by surprise, flee to 

their hole,
1526

 or the sly fox who follows his crooked paths.
1527

 Nocturnal animals, not capable 

of seeing well in daylight, like moths, bats, and owls, mean to state that the Jews are incapable 

of seeing the light of the truth.
1528

  

The identification of Jews with owls was a common one. The owl appeared ‘consistently 

negative in the bestiaries. In art, owls was often shown harassed by small birds, with the 

explanation that owls are like Jews who are hated by Christians. Artists also often portrayed 

the feathered horns of owls as similar to both horned devils and Jews’.
1529

 The chapter on the 

owl in the Latin Physiologus calls the owl a figure of the Jews: ‘David says of the owl in the 

same Psalm 101, “I have become like an owl in the house” [Ps. 102.6]. The owl is this kind of 

bird: he loves the darkness more than the light […]. This beast is the figure of the Jewish 

                                                 
1524

 CI I, prol. (54-58). These examples are drawn from the same preface to the Capistrum, which describes 

different Jewish strategies in discussions with Christians.    
1525
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Clark, M. McMunn (eds.), Beasts and Birds of the Middle Ages. The Bestiary and its Legacy, Philadelphia 1989, 
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of Isidore of Seville’s Etymologies (ca. 623), entitled ‘De Animalibus, and through the bestiaries the animal 
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1526
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n. 22 (917). In both instances, Raymond refers to Ezek 13:4: ‘Your prophets, Israel, were like foxes in 
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people who, when our Lord and Savior came to save them, rejected him, saying, “We have no 

king but Caesar, we know not who this man is” [John 19:15]. Thus, they loved the darkness 

more than the light. Concerning the Jewish people who preferred the darkness to the light [cf. 

John 3:19], the Lord says in the psalm, “Alien sons have lied to me, and they have grown old, 

and stumbled from their paths” [Ps. 18:44-45]’.
1530

   

The metaphor of the fox returns many times in the Capistrum and the Pugio. It has at least 

two aspects: The fox is the sly deceiver in debate and the false refuser of the truth.
1531

 This 

image goes further than those of the nocturnal animals, who are blind by nature. The fox is 

clever and capable of understanding but he refuses the truth.
1532

 This image comes close to the 

earlier mentioned category of ignorantia affectata, voluntary ignorance, a culpable form of 

blindness. The rabbis with whom Raymond disagrees in particular, are accused of being 

foxes, again a sign that he distinguished between Jewish leaders and the common people. A 

few more notes on Raymond’s use of the metaphor of the fox are in order. In the Pugio, III-

III, c. 21, he stresses that a fox is an animal, and thus non-rational, but that he nevertheless is 

capable of deceiving rational people by using his ‘slyness and falseness’. The Jews are 

accused of detesting sound reason.
1533

 In the continuation of this passage it appears that 

Raymond sometimes means the rabbis when he criticizes the ‘Jews’. They spread many 

forgeries about the Messiah among their audience; they are fraudulently escaping the 

Christian rationes. All this was already predicted by Ezekiel (13:4) and Jeremiah (4:22), from 

whose words Raymond concludes:  
 

In the Jews there is the irrationality of foxes inasmuch as they have not known God, and their 

slyness inasmuch as they are very well knowing to do wrong, that is, by deceiving Christians and 

twisting all right things they find about the Messiah in the Scriptures.
1534

  

 

Raymond pictures the French Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki (acronym Rashi; 1040-1105) as the 

most notorious among the evildoers:  
 

It should further be known, that a certain Rabbi Salomoh, a modern rabbi, like the slyest fox [of all], 

who does not follow straight ways but always crooked paths, tries to pervert the often mentioned 

passage from Isaiah, as he does with all other [passages] as well, thus blushing the shame of 

insanity on the before mentioned exposition by exposing it differently than the old [rabbis], saying 

[…].
1535
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praedictae expositionis insaniam exponit aliter quam antiqui’.  
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It seems that the image of the deceiving fox is at odds with that of nocturnal animals, which 

are simply blind in daylight. A passage from the Pugio, II, c. 3, where the images of night owl 

and fox follow each other immediately, may help us to see the relation between the two types 

of image. The metaphors are adduced as part of a statement that the Jews, since they refuse to 

follow the Christian conclusion that certain passages from the book of Daniel imply the 

divine-human nature of the true Messiah, must be blind and inveterate:
1536

  
 

They are like night owls, whose eyes are blinded by day and illuminated by night. They also look 

like little foxes, who hardly ever follow right ways, but always tread the crooked paths, and who, 

moreover, find good meat disgusting and bury it, being delighted with rotten, stinking meat.
1537

  

 

The images of the fox and the blind-one are anchored in Scripture by adducing Ezek 13:4 

(‘like foxes in the wilderness, Israel, were your prophets’) and Job 5:14 (‘in the daylight they 

run in blindness, and grope at midday as though it were night’).
1538

  A little below, another 

animal metaphor, the scarabenus (‘scarab beetle’) is introduced:  
 

Again, when they flee from the plain and manifest sentences of the divine word, which are free 

from any hindering doubt, entangling and ensnaring themselves with the contrary of these sentences 

without any approval of reason, whom do they more look like, than he who after having denied and 

left behind the commodities of the wholehouse – I am speaking about the scarab – is shackling 

himself with ropes in a dirty way.  There is a phrase saying: “Who follows a scarab will be brought 

into mud.”
1539

   

   

The image of the scarab is in fact fundamental for the other images. The scarab stands for the 

world outside, dungy and unsheltered. The Jews once left the shelter of the House of God, 

because they refused God’s offer (that is, the Messiah); as a consequence they now live in the 

mud, where they detest anything light, pure, and reasonable; three signs of the truth. Anyone 

who feels attracted to follow them will end up in the same misery. The image is related to 

Raymond’s metaphor of the Talmud as a vast dunghill, mentioned in the preface to the Pugio.   

The verb renuere (‘deny’) is significant. The Jews were in possession of all the evidence 

they needed to recognize the Messiah, but they refused and left the house. By this they turned 

into scarabeni, scarabs. Their continuing refusal of the truth, notwithstanding Christian 

attempts to show them the light, has become habitual. Like scarabs they naturally refuse the 

light; like night owls they are not able of seeing anything by daylight; like foxes they are 

bound to deceive and follow crooked paths. The combination of these animal metaphors tell 

us that the actual Jewish refusal of the Christian truth, which Raymond met daily, is part of a 

blindness that for itself was the result of the original refusal of Christ. By putting themselves 

outside the divine light and inspiration their denial has become a persistent and inveterate 

habit.  

                                                 
1536

 PF II, c. 3, n. 33 (294): ‘Subsequentem hujus nominis binam expressionem Judaeos de vero Messia nolentes 

accipere et intelligere, coecitate, atque stupore cordis, ac insania, ut per Moysen prophetatum est, laborare, et in 

meridie, velut in tenebris, palpare manifestum est.’  
1537

 Ibid.: ‘Similesque bubonibus sunt, quorum intuitum dies coecat, nox illuminat. Conformes quoque sunt 

vulpeculis, quae vix, aut nunquam rectis itineribus, sed tortuosis semper incedunt anfractibus, sanas quoque 

carnes fastidientes sepeliunt, corruptis vero atque foetidis delectantur.’   
1538

 A reference to the little foxes in Songs of Songs (2:15), who ruin the vineyards, had been obvious but is 

lacking.  
1539

 Ibid.: ‘Rursum etiam, cum planas et manifestas divini verbi sententias, et ab omni impedimento dubietatis 

expeditas diffugiunt, earundem vero contrariis absque aliquo nutu rationis se intricant, et impediunt, cui melius 

similes sunt, quam illi, qui totius domus expedita renuens, et relinquens (Scarabenum loquor) stupis importune 

se praepedit? [...] Dixit vero quidam: “Ducitur in coenum quisquis sequitur Scarabenum.”’     
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Some of Raymond’s animal metaphors, such as the toad, confirm the image of darkness and 

filth connected to the scarab. They exceed the specific connotation of knowledge and truth, 

and express the general state of Jewish being, which for Raymond belongs to a life in 

darkness, outside the truth of Christ. In a passage at the end of the Capistrum different 

animals are brought forward, each typifying an aspect of Jewish deficiency. The imagery 

starts with the camel. Raymond argues that Jews are like camels. He typifies the camel as a 

tortuous and rude animal and refers to how God reproaches the Israelites in Dt 32:5-6 as a 

brutish and stupid people. Camels trudge in a row and always look at the hunches of others, 

never at their own;
1540

 they eat everything that comes their way, storing it in their first 

stomach, then ruminating it, with their head elevated. Their hoofs seem to be divided, which 

according to Scripture is a sign of clean animals that are allowed to be consumed, but their 

hoofs are united under a kind of deeper skin, which makes them unclean so that they are not 

allowed to be consumed.
1541

 Different insinuations converge in this metaphor: bestiality, 

slavery and the inclination to follow blindly, the inability to pick out the valuable, pride, and 

inapproachability. The reference to the biblical prohibition to eat camelmeat and the statement 

that the hoofs of the camel appear to be divided so that at first sight one would think that they 

are clean animals, is related to Raymond’s warning that Jews may seem to be trustworthy, but 

that they secretly intend to undermine Christianity.  

The theme of rudeness and indiscretion is illustrated by the way Jews handle the Talmud, 

which is compared to a field (ager) on which stories (fabulas) and insanities grow mixed with 

words from Scripture and true traditions: 
 

[The Jews] eat everything, because they accept it all and chew it all, since day and night they read 

and reread it all, without any discretion, and do not stop committing it to memory, but, again, 

entirely without discretion – without which even virtue degenerates into vice – do they believe and 

accept the false with the true, the profane and the impious with the sacred.
1542

 

 

Behaving like camels, the Jews ‘eat and devour’ these things and thus act against the Law. 

Their uncritical way of dealing with Talmudic literature reveals itself in debate: 
 

As often as we might adduce something true from the Talmud against them, in order to overcome 

some wickedness or to refute some objection of theirs, or even to establish a certain truth in earnest, 

they argue extensively that we ought not to, nor can we fairly adduce something from the Talmud 

on our behalf against them, unless we were to believe the entire Talmud and accept it all.
1543

   

 

A few pages below, just before the Capistrum ends, this image of the Jews as unclean 

gluttons, unable to make any distinction between the true and the false in their own traditions, 

is extended by a row of animals passing by as a concluding parade: figuratively (spiritualiter), 

Raymond says, the Jews do not only behave like camels, but also like a night owl and a bat 

                                                 
1540

 In the Explanatio Raymond uses the image of the hunchback; see Chapter Four, 132.  
1541

 See CI II, neq. 7, n. 29 (280). 
1542

 Ibid.: ‘Sic quoque quascumque in agris sui Talmud inveniunt fabulas, quascumque magistrorum suorum 

insanias, sacrae scripturae verbis, et quibusdam veris et bonis traditionibus mixtas, absque discretione totum 

comedunt, quia totum recipiunt, et totum ruminant, quia die noctuque totum legunt et relegunt, et ad memoriam 

revocare non cessant, sed quandoque absque discretione, sine qua etiam virtus degenerat in vitium, credunt et 

recipiunt falsa cum veris, profanaque et impia cum sacris.’ For the translation I drew partly from Cohen, Living 

Letters, 350.   
1543

 Ibid.: ‘Quotienscumque siquidem verum aliquod de suo Talmud inducimus contra eos, ad ipsorum malitiam 

aliquam confuntandam vel nequitiam repellendam, vel etiam ad veritatem aliquam comprobandam serio multum 

causantur non debere nos, nec iuste posse de Talmud aliquid inducere pro nobis contra eos, nisi toti Talmud 

credamus, et totum admittamus’. Trans. Cohen, ibid.  
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(‘blindness of heart’), a fox (‘cunningness’), an ass (‘strength’), an ox (‘ignorance’), a pig 

(‘filth of their mouths’), and ‘all the impure reptiles and birds’.
1544

 

Although the comparison of Jews with pigs is particularly insulting, since Jewish law 

considers pigs to be unclean animals, it was commonly used in the Middle Ages. ‘Many 

people believed Jews were really similar to the pigs they refused to eat. Artists portrayed Jews 

with sows as hybrid creatures, and people told tales of Jews revealing their “pig-like” true 

nature.’
1545

 But Raymond connects the image to Jewish circumcision. He states that Jews are 

like pigs rooting about in dirt when they suck the blood after circumcision for as long as it 

flows from the wound. He does not accept the medical argument by which Jews explain this 

to him. He can only see it as a disgusting way of behaving, and he tells us of never having 

heard of Saracens doing so. For him the explanation lies in the illegitimacy of Jewish 

circumcision itself. Earlier in the Capistrum, he argued that it was the demon Ben Tamalyon 

who restored the central Jewish rituals, after God abolished them through the Romans.
1546

 The 

blood-sucking was not practised by Abraham, nor ordered by Moses; it is a demonic act, ‘by 

which they blaspheme Christ’. Raymond even connects the title of his book, Capistrum 

Iudaeorum, to the blood-sucking practice after the circumcision.
1547

 He here implies, at the 

end of the book, that the practice is a symbol for the larger Jewish denial of Christ, for the 

Jewish sucking from the Old Law; spiritually they are like pigs who eat everything, that is, the 

Talmud, and spit this filth in the face of the Christians who are trying to convince them of the 

truth of Christ. 

Jewish circumcision is then said to be the sign of a larger guilt, which ‘modern’ Jews have 

in comparison to their biblical ancestors: ‘They followed two false Messiahs after they 

rejected the true one and delivered him to death, and with most obstinate insanity still expect 

an even more false Messiah.’
1548

 In Roman times after Christ’s appearance, the Jews have 

fallen in the hands of a powerful demon, is the statement. And they still belong to the bond of 

Satan, who tries to destroy Christian society, as was foreseen by the prophet Ezekiel (chs. 38-

39):  

 
Ezekiel […] foresaw and predicted through the figure of Gog and Magog the persecution of the 

righteous which occurs daily, implemented by the heretics and other oppressors of the truth and 

holy faith, who are the habitation of demons and the roof of the devil. [The word] Gog should be 

interpreted as ‘roof’ and this will happen most strongly in the last days, in the time of the Antichrist, 

when Magog, [a word which] should be interpreted as ‘from the roof’, that is, the devil, will come 

                                                 
1544

 CI II, neq. 7, n. 33 (286): ‘Ex his satis patet, ut arbitror, quod Iudaei spiritualiter camelum imitantur et 

comedunt. Sic quoque, nisi quia nimis longum esset, ostenderem, quomodo bubonem et vespertillionem per 

cordis caecitatem, et vulpem per astutiam, asinum per vim, et bovem per ignorantiam, porcum per oris 

immunditiam, et universa immunda reptilia et volatilia spiritualiter comedunt.’ For a translation of this passage, 

see Cohen, Living Letters, 351-352.  
1545

 Salisbury, The Beast Within, 133. For the equation of Jews with pigs or swine, see the research of Claudine 

Fabre-Vassas, The Singular Beast. Jews, Christians, and the Pig [trans.], New York 1997. See also 

Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews, 52.  
1546

 See next subsection, which is about Raymond’s reworking of the old myth that the Jews are allies of the 

devil.    
1547

 CI II, neq. 7, n. 33 (288). For a fuller explanation of the title Capistrum Iudaeorum, see Chapter Two, 

Section Two.  
1548

 Ibid., n. 29 (280): ‘Qui deterius multo quam patres sui et egerunt et agunt. Ipsi quippe, verum reprobantes, et 

occisioni tradentes Messiam Dominum nostrum, scilicet Iesum Christum, duos falsos, unum post alium, ut 

dictum est, receperunt, et tertium adhuc falsiorem obstinatissima praestolantur insania.’ For the two false 

Messiahs, see further below in the subsection treating Raymond’s way of founding the Christian claim that God 

rejected the Jews.   
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out – through open persecution – from among the Antichrist and his [hords], who are the devils of 

Gog, that is, his roof.
1549

 

 

To conclude this section, Raymond uses a wide range of images to describe Jewish character 

and the state of Judaism. Different accents are visible, as they are in the anti-Jewish imagery 

of theologians from the twelfth century onwards. The images of the nocturnal animals express 

the natural blindness of the Jewish people, the cause why they once rejected and still reject 

Christ. Because of this rejection of Christ they were condemned to a life outside the house of 

God, in darkness and mud. This state of life inspires Raymond to the use of images with 

connotations varying from secrecy to bestiality. Moreover, some Jews, rabbis in particular, 

knew or still know the truth of Christ, which they avoid however like sly foxes. They are 

dangerous, not only because they maliciously blind common Jews and withhold them from 

finding the truth of Christ, but also because the rabbis allied themselves to the devil in order 

to preserve their rites. They hate Christianity and fight it in secret. Raymond accuses them of 

a malicious, conscious form of blindness, which in my opinion goes one step further than the 

ignorantia affectata used by Thomas Aquinas as a category for forms of self-chosen 

blindness.   

In my opinion Raymond’s anti-Jewish imagery is not only a figure of speech, 

predominantly meant to be functional in a polemical setting and not having any special 

ideological meaning. Precisely the connection which he makes between his imagery and 

theological, seemingly historical explanations about Jewish evil and the rejection of Christ, 

puts the imagery outside an arena of debate and polemic and within a theological view on 

salvation history. The war between Christ and Satan, in which the Jews play their historical 

role, is meant to warn Christians that Judaism is really dangerous. It is important to note here 

that the myth about the bonds between the devil and Judaism are not an incident in 

Raymond’s work; it is a motive returning several times, in the Capistrum as well as in the 

Pugio. 

 

 

Reworking the old myth about the devil and the Jews 

Christian associations made between Judaism and the devil have ancient Christian roots. New 

Testament images of ‘Satan’s synagogue’ (Rev 2:9, 3:9) and the Jews having the devil as their 

father (John 8:43-44) are well-known examples. The accusation that the Jews are allied to the 

devil belongs to the age-old armoury of Christian anti-Judaism.
1550

 By the twelfth century, 

however, changes in the Christian conception of the devil as well as of the Jews can be 

observed.
1551

 The image of the devil gradually loses the attributes of an angel and receives 

instead more abhorrent features. The image of the Jews shifts as well, as we have seen earlier 

in this chapter. Jews were increasingly viewed in the master-servant relationship, their alien 

nature was emphasized, and they became caricatured as lesser humans or nonhuman 

creatures. Although Bonfil sees no obvious connection between these changes, he observes 

                                                 
1549

 Ibid., neq. 6, n. 21 (226): ‘Ita hic praevidit atque praedixit sub figura Gog et Magog persecutionem iustorum, 

quae cottidie fit, et facta est per haereticos, et per alios persecutors veritatis et sanctae fidei, qui sunt habitaculum 

daemoniorum, et tectum diaboli. Gog enim tectum interpretatur, et in novissimis temporibus maxime futura est, 

Antichristi tempore, quando Magog, qui interpretatur de tecto, id est diabolus, exibit per apertam persecutionem 

de Antichristo [et] suis, qui sunt Gog diaboli, id est tectum eius’. I have drawn the first part of my translation 

from Cohen, Living Letters, 349. For prior instances of the connection drawn between the Hebrew Gog and gag, 

meaning roof, Cohen refers to K. Emmerson, Antichrist in the Middle Ages. A Study of Medieval 

Apocalypticism, Art, and Literature, Seattle 1981, 85.  
1550

 See e.g. Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews; K. Emmerson, Antichrist in the Middle Ages. A Study of 

Medieval Apocalypticism, Art, and Literature, Seattle 1981; Bonfil, ‘The Devil and the Jews’, 91-98.   
1551

 See Bonfil, ‘The Nature of Judaism’. 



291 

 

that the two images henceforth merge.
1552

 The assumed link between the devil and the Jews 

became popular in painting and sculpture. It was depicted by motifs, such as the devil riding 

on the back of a Jew, horns on the heads of Jews, goatees or tails appended to Jews.
1553

  

Reading Raymond’s Pugio, Bonfil concludes:        
 

The first systematic attempt to present an ideological basis for the supposed popular belief in the 

satanic nature of the Jews who, consequently, poison the Christian society, and to derive from this 

thesis the need to expel them from every social cadre and, needless to say, from all governmental 

functions.
1554

 

 

Let me briefly review the base material from which Bonfil draws his conclusion. The Pugio’s 

central claim of Judaism’s pact with the devil is founded on a text which Raymond adduces 

from BT Me’ilah (17a-b).
1555

 It is a Talmudic legend about how the demon Ben Tamalyon 

manages to undo a Roman decree, issued after the destruction of the Second Temple, 

prohibiting Jewish observances of the Sabbath, circumcision, et cetera.
1556

 Raymond 

concludes from this story that while God abolished the ritual commandments of the Old Law 

through the Romans, the Jews were assisted by the demon to re-institute their observances 

and, thus, allied themselves to the devil.  

The story is part of Raymond’s interpretation of Ezek 38-39, and the things there said about 

Gog and Magog.
1557

 He gives this interpretation within the context of an important Jewish 

objection against the Christian assertion that the Messiah had already come. On the basis of 

biblical passages, like Neh 1:9, Jer 29:10, and also Ezek 39:25 and 27, the Jews expect God to 

bring them back to Jerusalem and their land. They believe this will be fulfilled in the Messiah, 

who will defeat Gog and Magog, and together with the Jewish people will rule Jerusalem and 

the surrounding lands until the end.
1558

 Since the Jews still live in exile, they conclude that the 

Messiah has not yet come, and that Jesus cannot be the Messiah.
1559

 Raymond adduces 

several biblical and rabbinic sources to prove that the Jews will never possess their land again 

and not return to Jerusalem.
1560

 He concludes that if these sources are right, as a consequence 

Ezek 38-39 must be explained in a non-literal, mystical way (spiritualiter or mystice).
1561

 

According to him, Gog and Magog are not and will not be a specific king and his people, but 

they represent the unbelievers in general (impii), who persecute the people of God always and 
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 Ibid.  
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 See Trachtenberg, The Devil and the Jews, ch. 3: ‘With Horns and Tail’, 44-53.  
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 For an English translation of the story, see Bonfil, ‘The Devil and the Jews’, 96.    
1557
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1558
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1559
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manifestum est.’ 
1560

 Ibid., n. 6-8 (449-450). The rabbinic sources are adduced in n. 4 (447-448): BT Jeb 82b, where Seder Olam 

is adduced: ‘For it was taught in Seder Olam: ‘Which thy fathers possessed, and thou shalt possess it’ (Deut 
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1561

 PF II, c. 14, n. 9 (450-451): ‘Cum Judaei terram olim suam nunquam sint amplius habituri, nec possessuri, 
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interpretationem, et non ad literam oportere intelligi consequens est [...] quicquid de Gog, et de Magog dictum 

est, mystice debent accipere, ut dictum est.’ 
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everywhere.
1562

 Some examples of rabbinic mystical interpretation are then put forward, in 

order to show that Jews are not obliged to take Gog and Magog literally as specific historical 

persons or people. By explaining that Gog and Magog are a figure of the impii, Raymond 

follows the position of Augustine, whom he quotes, as well as Jerome.
1563

 Augustine, basing 

himself on Rev 20:7-8 and using the common translation of the Hebrew word Gog as ‘roof’ 

(Hebrew: gag), sensed that Gog stands for all the nations of the world and is the roof that 

covers the devil, who will proceed ‘from below the roof’ (Magog) and persecute the Church 

of Christ through the nations. Augustine suggests that these nations can also be called Magog, 

pointing to future times ‘when they will burst out from covert into overt hatred.’
1564

 This will 

happen when the devil will be released after a thousand years from his abyss ‘and will go out 

to lead astray the nations and from the four corners of the world will draw them into war.’ 

Following Augustine, Raymond concludes that Ezekiel foresaw and foretold, through the 

figure of Gog and Magog, the persecution of the righteous, which happens daily by the 

heretics and other persecutors of the holy faith and thruth. They are the roof (Gog) and the 

house of demons, from which (Magog) the devil will go out in the days of the Antichrist, and 

together with him and his followers will persecute the righteous overtly.
1565

  

At this point Raymond adduces a Jewish objection: in Ez 39:1, Gog clearly is the name of a 

specific king, ‘prince of Rosh, Meshech, and Tubal’. His answer to this objection seems to 

betray a sarcastic mind. If they come with this, he says, I would concede to them for the sake 

of peace that Gog is a mighty devil whom they call Bentamalion, and Magog is his people, 

that is, the Jews.
1566

 After that he recounts the mentioned Talmudic legend about the demon 

Ben Tamalyon and the Jews. By helping them to restitute the Sabbath, circumcision, and other 

religious observances, he covered them under the veil of their religion. That is why they are 

Gog, his roof. But they can also be called Magog, from the roof, Raymond says, since the 

devil claims them as his servants.
1567

 To also call the Jews Magog is probably inspired by 

Augustine’s suggestion that the impii may as well be called Gog and Magog; Magog since 

they will come from out of the roof when they burst out from covert into overt hatred.
1568

 The 

difference between Augustine and Raymond is of course that Augustine only speaks in 

general terms about the nations as the prosecutors of the Church, whereas Raymond, placing 

them under the head of the demon Ben Tamalyon, includes the Jews explicitly among the 

impii.
1569

 The Jewish Law has become a cultus diaboli, ‘a cult of the devil’, and the Jews are 
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 See De Civitate Dei, book 20, c. 11 (CCL 48:720). 
1569

 See also the summary of his conclusions in PF II, c. 14, n. 23 (460-461): ‘Si quis ista quae dicta sunt 
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eorum; et rex in multitudine daemoniorum, et ipsi Magog, id est de tecto eo quod sint populus ejus, et servi in 

multitudine impiorum: Quippe ipse Bentamalion denudatos à Deo, atque detectos Judaeos honore regni, ac 

Sacerdotii, et multorum aliorum insuper, et legis Mosaicae: ipse, inquam, Bentamalion reinduit, atque iterum 



293 

 

the servants of the devil, and according to Raymond the Jews should be confronted with this 

claim and the argumentation behind it, since ‘there is no larger blame that can confuse 

them’.
1570

   

It should be emphasized that although Raymond’s way to associate the Jews with the devil 

and his persistance to repeat it several times is new, the fact in itself is not. The same holds 

true for connecting the Jews to the armies of Gog and Magog. The Jews always played their 

role in the Christian expectation of the devil’s release from the abyss, the battle against Gog 

and Magog, and the appearance of Antichrist. Jews were believed not to expect the Messiah 

but the Antichrist, who would journey to Jerusalem together with them. ‘Antichrist will prove 

his loyalty to the “Old Law” by being circumcised and, since he is from the tribe of Dan, will 

be accepted by the Jews. The conversion of the Jews will mark a turning point in his 

reign.’
1571

 Within this context, Raymond’s assertion that the devil hides the Jews under his 

roof and will burst out with them and the other nations or impii when his time has arrived, is 

not spectacularly innovative. It fits into the accepted stories about the signs and events 

preceding the Antichrist’s rule. A new element, however, is that Raymond argues that the 

Jews already belong to Gog and Magog; that they are already secretly engaged in the works of 

the devil, who is preparing his bursting out from the abyss and his arrival to rise to world 

power through the Antichrist; that they are part of the many impii who threaten Christianity: 

Et ipsi Magog, id est de tecto eo, quod sint populus ejus, et servi in multitudine impiorum.
1572

  

Given all these facts, Raymond’s remark at the beginning of the prologue to the Pugio, that 

Judaism is close to Christianity and therefore its most dangerous enemy, gets a sharper 

meaning. If the Jews belong to the armies of the devil their proximity is a severe threat, a 

pestis (plague) that will try to destroy Christian society from within.
1573

  

 

 

Cause and consequences of God’s rejection of the Jews  

Behind the accusation of a Jewish bond with the devil and all the anti-Jewish stereotypes we 

have seen passing, lies a view on Jewish guilt connected to the accusation that the Jews 

rejected Christ, the true Messiah. Raymond holds, as all theologians of his time, that the Jews 

were rejected by God after they themselves had rejected Christ. His leading idea regarding the 

status of the Jewish people is therefore one of utmost rejection: God transferred the election of 

Israel to the Christian people, the new Israel. Initially, the ‘horn of the Messiah’ was entirely 

given to Israel, but because of their guilt it was taken away from them and given to the 

gentiles, who became God’s adoptive children.
1574

 ‘The Jews, rejected by God, are now 

servants of the devil; the Christians, converted to God from the gentiles, "applicated" to Him, 

and through their faith "inserted" in the Apostles, Prophets, and other holy Fathers, are now 

the people of God […]; the name Israel was passed down to them […]’
1575

 Since the Apostles 
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ad Deum ex gentibus, et applicati ad eum, et inserti per fidem in Apostolis, et Prophetis, et caeteris Patribus 
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and other disciples of Christ were the true Israel, the name Israel now belongs to Christianity, 

and to the Jews only in a fleshly manner.
1576

 ‘God will never love them as long as they will be 

called Jewish; after all, God does not call his servants Jews but Christians.’
1577

 The biblical 

metaphor of Jerusalem, changing from God’s bride to a shameless adulteress (see Ezek 16), 

refers to the synagoga judaica. Instead, the Church became the bride of the Song of Songs.
1578

  

The theme of the rejection of the Jews is immediately at stake when Raymond starts to deal 

with Judaism, at the beginning of part II of the Pugio.
1579

 Chapter One is called ‘On the 

division of the tribes of the children of Israel and the reprobation of the ten tribes’; Chapter 

Two ‘On the division of the Jews in the time of Christ into Jews and Christians’.
1580

 In these 

chapters, Raymond sets up a detailed parallel between the history of sin and divine rejection 

of the Israelites and the Judeans/Jews.
1581

 After having defined the terms Judean/Jew and 

Israelite, the first being a descendant from the tribe of Judah, the second a descendant from 

the ten northern tribes who split off from the Davidic monarchy
1582

 Raymond recounts the 

story of the downfall of the northern kingdom from Scripture (1 Kgs 12; 2Kgs 17ff). He then 

adduces reasons given for this downfall, first in Scripture (2Kgs 16:7ff), then in rabbinic 

literature (Rashi, Deuteronomy Rabbah, BT and PT). In Chapter Two he argues that the 

reprobation of the Judeans/Jews displays a full parallel with the reprobation of the ten tribes 

of Israel centuries before: rejection of the true God and the creation of false gods by King 

Jerobeam in the form of two golden calves parallels the rejection of the true Messiah and the 

creation of two false messiahs by the Judeans when they rebelled against the Romans in the 

first and second century; the unfaithfulness of the largest part of Israel to God and the house 

of David parallels the unfaithfulness of the largest part of the Jews to God and the true 

Davidic Messiah.
1583

 

‘As the sins of the northern kingdom and the Jews ran parallel, so too did their 

punishments’, Robert Chazan recaps Raymond’s argument.
1584

 The destruction of the 

northern kingdom by the Assyrian king Sennacherab parallels the destruction of Judah by the 

Roman rulers Vespasian and Titus.
1585

 Thus, God damned the Israelites and later the Judeans 

through gentile rulers. As God withdrew himself from the ten tribes and stopped to take care 

of them (Hos 1:6), so that they gradually were swallowed up into the gentiles and became 

uncircumcised gentiles themselves, He withdrew himself from Judea when in majority the 

                                                                                                                                                         
sanctis sunt populus Dei, ut supra probatum est: Et quod ipsi pronominandi nomine Israel, ut paragrapho 

vicesimo primo, et sequenti dictum est.’ 
1576

 Ibid., III-III, c. 1, n. 14 (639): ‘Omnis conversus ex gentibus ad Israel pronominatur nomine Israel, sicut 

dictum est Esaiae 44. v.5 [...] Christiani vero conversi ad Apostolos, et alios Christi discipulos, qui vere 

Israelitae erant, ut cap.2 partis 2. probatum est; imo ad ipsum Christum, sub nomine Israel includuntur, et non 

Judaei pessimi, nisi secundum carnem, ut in sequentibus probabitur.’     
1577

 Ibid., c. 21, n. 10 (908): ‘Quas ob res nunquam diliget eos Deus, ut saepe dictum est, quandiu Judaico 

nomine fuerint appellati: servos quippe suos Deus non vocat quidem Judaeos, sed Christianos.’ 
1578

 See PF III-III, c. 7, n. 4 (741); ibid., c. 20, n. 11 (887ff.)  
1579

 The issue of divine rejection of the Jews is recaptured in the last three chapters of the Pugio (III-III, c. 21-

23), so that it forms an inclusion for the entire work. There are many other places in the Pugio where the 

rejection of the Jews is brought up.   
1580

 PF II, c. 1 (260): ‘De divisione tribuum filiorum Israel, et de reprobatione decem tribuum’; c. 2 (264):‘De  
divisione Judaeorum tempore Christi, in Judaeos et Christianos’.  
1581

 Robert Chazan has shown in detail the way Raymond presents this parallel. R. Chazan, ‘Defining and 

Defaming Israelites and Judeans/Jews in the Pugio fidei’, Iberia Judaica 2 (2010), 105-119. 
1582

 Ibid., 108; see PF II, c. 1 (260).  
1583

 For these parallels, see ibid., 111 
1584

 Ibid. 
1585

 Vespasianus and Titus, on their turn, are called the executors of the Jewish punishment on behalf of the 

Father and the Son. See further ibid., c. 4, ns. 21-22 (321-325).  
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Jews rejected Christ, and they were dispersed all over the world.
1586

 The Jewish adherence to 

circumcision is  a major sin in Raymond’s view. In Chapter Four he repeats his argument 

from the Capistrum that the Romans declared the Sabbath and circumcision illegal, but that 

they were re-instituted with the help of the demon Ben Tamalyon.
1587

 The insinuation seems 

clear: the reason why the Jews still stick to Sabbath and circumcision is far worse than the 

acculturation of the ten tribes of Israel: it is the result of their pact with the devil.  

A part of the northern Israelites, centuries after they had been swallowed by the gentiles, 

was saved by recognizing Jesus as Christ. They were thus reunited with the small part of 

Judea that decided to accept Jesus as Christ and to follow him. In this way parts of the old 

Israel and Judea together formed the new Israel, the kingdom of the Messiah. The rest of 

Judea was divinely condemned and scattered, until a rest of them finally would recognize 

Christ. This would be the ultimate step in the history of salvation and it would happen when 

Christ had returned.     

What was the fundamental reason why God permitted the Romans to destroy the Second 

Temple and exile the Jews from their land? At the end of the Pugio, in PF III-III, c. 21, ‘on 

the reprobation of the Jews’, Raymond argues that it was their odium gratis (‘groundless 

hatred’) against the Messiah which caused their rejection. He finds this in a tradition from 

Tractate Yoma, both in the BT and the PT.
1588

 The rabbis there first discuss the question of 

why the First Temple was destroyed. Idolatry, sexual abuse, and bloodshed constitute the 

answer. Then the question is posed of why the Second Temple was destroyed, while many 

Jews were at that time absorbed in the study of Torah and obeyed the commandments. The 

answer is that is was caused by their שנאת חנם, odium gratis. From this tradition Raymond 

argues, that if this hatred qualified for being more severe than the three transgressions that 

caused the destruction of the First Temple, it must have been the most severe transgression of 

all: a groundless hatred against the Messiah. It led to the desecration, rejection, and killing of 

the true Messiah, and to subsequent malitiae (deeds of wickedness), such as the acceptance of 

two false Messiahs, and the invention of the moderni that the Messiah who was born in the 

days of the destruction of the Second Temple is still to be expected.
1589

  

There was one reason in particular that made the hatred against the Messiah more severe 

than other transgressions: the fact that he was divine. It was a hatred against God himself:
1590

  
 

After all, the Messiah […] is God and man […], and therefore the hatred with which later Jews 

(Judaei ultimi), as I said,  hate, have hated, and will hate him without any ground, properly 

                                                 
1586

 Chazan focuses also on PF II, c. 4, ns. 16-28. He finds there Raymond’s view on the two Jewish rebellions 

against the Romans, that of 66-70 which led to the destruction of the Second Temple, and that of 132-135 which 

was led by the Jewish militant Simon bar Kochba/Kosiba. In Raymond’s view the Jews created two false 

messiahs, both having the same name (Bar Kozba, ‘son of lies’) and both supported by Rabbi Akiva (see 

Chapter Six, p. 196, n. 1043). On account of a confusion regarding the transmittance of the name of Bar Kochba, 

Raymond thinks the Jews followed two false Messiahs; see Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 75, 

n. 50. Chazan shows how Raymond’s argument is a counter-interpretation of the stories of Jewish martyrdom 

connected to these rebellions, ‘in effect turning what Jews have traditionally seen as the most laudatory of acts 

into repulsive service of the devil.’ Chazan, ‘Defining and Defaming’, 117.    
1587

 PF II, c. 4, n. 22 (323-325). 
1588

  BT Yoma 9a-b, PT Yoma 38c; PF III-III, c. 21, n. 2 (895-898).  
1589

  PF III-III, c. 21, n. 6 (902), n. 7 (904), n. 9 (907), n. 10 (908). For the rabbinic tradition that the Messiah 

was born when the Second Temple was destroyed, see Chapter Six.     
1590

 It should be noted here that nowhere in the Capistrum and the Pugio I have found Raymond stating that the  

Jews, when they rejected the Messiah they knew they were killing God. According to Raymond, their leaders 

knew that Jesus was the Messiah, but not that he was God; see Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 

75. 
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outweighs all their hatred, of whatever the sort it may be, and the whole of their other shameful 

acts.
1591

  

 

God withdrew from them the spirit of prophecy and he allowed that them to be deluded by the 

devil.
1592

 He also closed the gates of prayer for them; only the gates of penance will never 

close.
1593

 The Jewish statement that their Messiah will once gather them again in Jerusalem  is 

false, and they will not return from this last exile until the end of time.
1594

 They were, are, and 

will be blind for the signs of the Messiah, and will not straighten their ways.
1595

 It is not 

surprising, therefore, that they remain deaf to the Christian truth and the rationes provided to 

prove it. The problem is not that the Christian arguments are weak or inadequate; the 

foolishness and blindness of the Jewish heart is an old malady.
1596

  

As a result of this, Talmudic literature is a dunghill in Raymond’s view.
1597

 It contains 

many absurd aggadot, fables, and antropomorphic images of God,
1598

 as well as unjust laws 

and regulations,
1599

 among which rabbinic support of discriminating treatment of gentiles and 

non-Jews
1600

 and the right to kill Christians.
1601

 It is filled with obscenities
1602

 and sexual 

immoralities.
1603

 Even the ‘devil’s art of necromancy’ can be found in it and is nota bene 

attributed to Abraham.
1604

 The Talmud must be a product of the devil, Raymond 

concludes.
1605

 But it should be noted here, as I already did in Chapter Two, that PF III-III, c. 

22-23 were possibly not written by Raymond but by a successor. In that case, c. 21 would be 

Raymond’s final chapter. It deals with the rejection of the Jews and Raymond utters his 

pessimism about ‘recalling the Jews from their perfidity’, ‘not because our rationes would be 

insufficient or weak but because of the foolishness and blindness of their heart’.
1606

 The Jews 

bear a ‘spirit of fornication in their heart’, due to the fact that they are in the devil’s power.
1607

 

 

 
Typologies  

God rejected the Jews. Their exile from the Holy Land and Jerusalem is definitive. They will 

not return from it until the end of time, when they will recognize Christ and be converted. 

Jeremiah’s words ‘They will live in their own land’ (Jer 23:8) refers to Jerusalem supernam, 

                                                 
1591

 PF III-III, c. 21, n. 6 (902): ‘Mesias quipped [...] Deus est, et homo [...], quamobrem odium quo Judaei 

ultimi ipsum, ut dictu est, gratis odiunt, et oderunt, recte praeponderat omnibus ipsorum odiis, cujuscunque sint 

generis, et eorum aliis flagitiis universis.’   
1592

 Ibid., n. 18 (914): ‘Hoc tunc fuit impletum, quando Dominus abstulit spiritum prophetiae; ac Sapientes 

ipsorum permisit à diabolo infatuari, et spiritualiter excoecari.’ See also Cohen, Living Letters, 146. 
1593

 Ibid., n. 15 (911-912).  
1594

 Ibid. See also next subsection.  
1595

 Ibid., ns. 21-22 (915-918).  
1596

 Ibid., n. 22 (916): ‘Hoc nequaquam accidere propter rationum nostrarum insufficientiam, et debilitatem; sed 

propter suam insipientiam, et cordis coecitatem’.   
1597

 Ibid., c. 22, ns. 24-27 (937-40); see also PF II, c. 2, n. 6 (352). 
1598

 Ibid., ns. 9-13 (928-31); see also PF II, c. 15, n. 15 (472-73). 
1599

 Ibid., ns. 19-20 (934-935); see also ibid., c. 11, n. 18 (786).   
1600

 Ibid., c. 22, ns. 21-22 (935-36). 
1601

 Ibid., n. 22 (935).  
1602

 Ibid., n. 18 (933).  
1603

 Ibid., ns. 15-18 (932-933).  
1604

 Ibid., n. 18 (933).  
1605

 Ibid., n. 22 (936); Willi-Plein states that in PF III-III, c. 22 Raymond presents a ‘Schreckenkammer’ of the 

Talmud; see Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 60.  
1606

 Ibid., c. 21, n. 22 (916). 
1607

 Ibid., n. 23 (918). 
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the land of the faithful and the righteous, beyond peregrination and death.
1608

 So, in addition 

to the fact that Raymond’s view on contemporary Judaism is very negative, it is important to 

note that he shares the traditional Christian view of salvation of the Jewish people. He also 

does not deny that Christianity has a Jewish origin. ‘By divine power the Christian people was 

constructed from two generationes, that is, from Jews and gentiles.’
1609

 His genealogy of 

Christ, deducted from Old Testament texts, shows that ‘God was to take the flesh from the 

Jews […], not only from the tribe of Judah but from the tribe of Levi as well’ and therefore 

‘the Jewish people is said to be the mother of God’. At the same time the Old Testament tells 

us that ‘according to the flesh, Christ was to come from the gentiles as well’.
1610

  

Notwithstanding the fact that the Cain-motive, an important element of the traditional 

Augustinian view on Judaism,
1611

 is not used in Raymond’s writings (a fact to which I will 

return below), the motive of brotherhood is not completely absent from the Pugio. Combining 

some biblical and rabbinic texts, Raymond concludes that God calls himself the brother of 

Israel, and that the Targum here reads Messiah for God.
1612

 Although the Jews have rejected 

the true Messiah, Raymond emphasizes with another, surprising typology that God has 

promised them to return in His covenant. He adduces GenR Moses ha-Darshan (30:16) and 

argues, among other things, that Leah, who in this verse goes out to meet Jacob, prefigures the 

gentiles who go out to meet God’s covenant with Jacob, while the absent Rachel stands for 

the exile of the Jews.
1613

 This is a reversal of Isidore’s intrepretation of the verse and of the 

imagination of the verse in art history. Ina Willi-Plein remarks: Leah always stood for the 

synagoge and Rachel for the Church.
1614

 I agree with her that Raymond’s view concurs here 

with Paul’s eschatological hope of Jewish conversion.   

Several passages in the Pugio express, referring to the prophets, that God’s withdrawal 

from the Jewish people is not definitive. God let them live in His world so that the ‘rest’ of 

them may be converted at the end of time.
1615

 Then they will understand the Incarnation and 

the conjunction of divine and human nature in Christ.
1616

 Because of the Jewish betrayal of 

the Messiah, God has removed the name iudaicus, so that his servants are no longer called 

                                                 
1608

 Ibid., c. 22, n. 7 ( 926): ‘Quod vero dicitur Jerem.23.v.8 Et habitabunt super terram suam, ad Jerusalem 

supernam referendum est: terra quipped fidelium, ac justorum non est ista, in qua vita hominum nihil aliud est, 

quam quaedam peregrinatio, et quidam cursus ad mortem, ubi nemo diu finitur vivere , nec tardius permittitur 

currere.’ 
1609

 PF III-III, c. 3, n. 13 (673): ‘Populus Christianus virtute divina constructus est duabus generationibus, 

Judaeorum scilicet, et gentium.’  
1610

 Ibid., III-III, c. 9, n. 6: ‘Hic est etiam ad memoriam revocandum id, quod supra cap.4. probatum est, quod 

Deus erat incarnandus, et assumpturus carnem ex Judaeis: et rursus in eodem capitulo, quod plebs Judaica 

dicitur mater Dei. In principio quoque cap.5. probatum est, quod non solum ex Judaeis; sed etiam ex gentibus 

venturus erat Christus secundum carnem: Ibidem probatur etiam, quod non solum de tribu Juda; sed etiam de 

tribu Levi nasciturus erat Messias.’ For Raymond’s genealogy of Christ, see esp. PF III-III, cs. 4, 5, and 7.    
1611

 J. Cohen, “Slay them not”. Augustine and the Jews in Modern Scholarship’, ME 4 (1998), 78-92; see also P. 

Fredriksen, Augustine and the Jews. A Christian Defense of Jews and Judaism, New York 2008, 316-324; 345-

348.  
1612

 PF III-III, c. 5, n. 5 (717): ‘Sciendum quod saepedictum Dei fratrem Israel, consanguinem, et propinquum 

ostendit Midrasch, et Targum esse Messiam [...] Considera, et attende diligentius, lector, qualiter istud Targum 

[...] dicit hinc regem Messiam esse fratrem illum Ecclesiae Israel, quem praecedens Glossa dicit esse Deum de 

superioribus ad inferiora deducendum, sicut inde trahit aliquam amor et affectio filiorum.’  
1613

 PF II, c. 12, n. 10 (430-431). This passage in GenR MhD differs from the comment on Gen 30:16 in the 

regular Midrash Rabbah on Gen.  
1614

 Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 74, n. 41.  
1615

 PF III-III, c. 21, n. 11 (909): ‘Ita Deus passus est Judaeos, et patitur vivere in mundo suo propter eorum 

reliquias convertendas in fine mundi.’  
1616

 Ibid., c. 23, n. 5 (956): ‘Hanc vero applicationem, i.e. Filii Dei incarnationem, ac divinae, humanaeque 

naturae conjunctionem intellecturi sunt Judaei in fine dierum, i.e. in fine mundi; ut per Jeremiam superius 

probatum est.’  
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‘Jews’ but ‘Christians’.
1617

 The words of Jer 5:11-12 have been fulfilled: ‘They have betrayed 

me, the house of Israel and the house of Judah, says the Lord. They have denied the Lord, 

saying, "He does not exist, no evil shall come upon us."’ The Jews denied Adonai, the 

Tetragrammaton, of which Raymond argued earlier in this part of the Pugio that it is the name 

of the Messiah as well. Through Judah the Jews betrayed the Messiah and sold him, and they 

went on with this by continuing their denial of Jesus as Messiah, following two false 

Messiahs, and dreaming that a third is still to come.
1618

 The identification of Judah-Judas-

Jews was common in the Middle Ages:  
 

Judas’ figure does, indeed, loom large in Christian imagination […], a broad agreement exists 

regarding many facets of his personality, behavior, and his central role in the story of Jesus. This 

agreement is based upon an evidently unchallenged axiom, according to which the man Judas 

represents the Jewish people, and his behavior represents the Jewish attitude to Christians and to 

their savior […] Judas is presented as a subversive figure, who act clandistinely in order to destroy 

Christianity and to save Judaism.
1619

  

 

At this point it is interesting to have a look at the papal bull Damnabili, sent in 1267 by Pope 

Clement to King James of Aragon.
1620

 Central in the pope’s image of the Jewish people is the 

fratricide motif: as Cain killed his brother, the Jews denied and killed Christ, the Son of God, 

the seed of David and therefore their own brother; as God made Cain wander over the earth, 

the Jews were dispersed as well; and as Cain was given hospitality, the Jews ‘are permitted to 

dwell among the faithful without burdensome disgrace.’
1621

 The Pope then reproaches the 

ungratefulness of the Jews:  
 

But see how wicked is this generation [of Jews]. Even while Christian piety tolerates its presence 

and receives it with a real kindness, it shows itself ungrateful and injurious, repaying kindness 

with insult, friendliness with contempt, and favour with the kind of compensation – as a popular 

proverb has it – [to be expected from] a mouse in the pocket, a serpent about the waist, or a fire 

in one’s bosom.
1622

 

 

The bull was directed at Raymond’s own king, and the theme of the letter was closely 

connected to Raymond’s activities in relation to Judaism, which had started a few years 

before. It is remarkable that Raymond did not use the Cain-story as a typology for the Jewish 

fate. The imperative ‘Slay them not’ (Ps 59:12) in combination with the Cain-story (Gen 4:1-

                                                 
1617

 Ibid., c. 21, n. 10 (908): ‘Quas ob res nunquam diliget eos Deus, ut saepe dictum est, quandiu Judaico 

nomine fuerint appellati: servos quippe suos Deus non vocat quidem Judaeos, sed Christianos.’  
1618

 Ibid., n. 11 (909): ‘Nota, quod יהוה, quod est nomen Dei quatuor literarum, est etiam nomen Messiae, ut jam 

superius probavimus: prodendo igitur prodiderunt Deum, quando prius emendo emerunt proditiose a Juda 

proditore Messiam nostrum: facinus enim, ut Lucanus ait, quos inquinat, aequat: deinde vero duplicaverunt 

proditionem, quando negaverunt, Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum fuisse Messiam; & loco ejus duos falsos 

Messias successive fecerunt, nihilominus adhuc tertium somniantes.’     
1619

 O. Limor, ‘Judas Iskariot. Revealer of the Hidden Truth’, in: P. Schäfer, M. Meerson, Y. Deutsch (eds.), 

Toledot Yeshu (“The Life Story of Jesus”) Revisited, Tübingen 2011, 198, 218-220; Limor examines the image 

of Judas in the Jewish Toledot Yeshu and the Christian works The Legend of the Finding of the True Cross and 

the ‘apocryphal’ biography of Judas in the Golden Legend; she concludes that Judas ‘assumed two radically 
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believers of the two religions’ (218). For a survey on the Judas-motive in Christian anti-Judaism, see e.g.: H. 

Maccoby, Judas Iscariot and the Myth of Jewish Evil, New York 1992, 101-126; J. Cohen, Christ Killers. The 

Jews and the Passion from the Bible to the Big Screen, Oxford 2007, 255-261.  
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 For more information about this bull, see next chapter, p. 315.  
1621

 Grayzel, The Church and the Jews in the XIIIth Century (2 vols.), vol. 2, Detroit 1989 [edited and arranged, 

with additional notes by K. Stow], 97-99 (for the English translation of parts of the letter, and annotations); 99-

101 (for the full Latin text).   
1622

 Ibid.   
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16) was a central element in the traditional Augustinian view on the Jews. For Christians the 

image of Cain represented the Jewish people: both were fratricides, were exiled in punishment 

for this crime, worried about their fate (but were saved by God), and deserved protection.
1623

 

Jeremy Cohen saw the absence of these biblical texts in Raymond’s writings as additional 

proof for his theory that Raymond and his Spanish fellow-friars had started to depart from the 

leading medieval Christian perception of Judaism, that is, that they considered the Jews no 

longer of service to the Church and casted doubts on their right to Christian protection, either 

from the Church or the secular rulers.
1624

  

Raymond may have had several reasons to use the Judas-motive instead of the Cain-motive. 

First of all, the Judas-motive was very popular in the Middle Ages, which is not an 

unimportant fact for a theologian who instructed co-friars who were to preach to Christians 

about Judaism and the Jews. Many popular medieval legends with Judas’s figure circulated, 

and Judas was visibly present in Christian art and passion plays.
1625

 Further, the ‘fated 

treachery’ of Judas fitted in with the ‘groundless hatred’ of which Raymond accused Judaism. 

Also the connection between Judas and the devil, traditionally made by Christians, coincided 

with Raymond’s imagery of the Jews. And, finally, the element of repentence, which was part 

of the medieval Judas-legend, corresponded with Raymond’s hope and belief that eventually 

the Jews would do penance. 

Actually the figure of Judas is only present a few times in the Pugio: in part III-III, c. 16 

(on the suffering and death of the Messiah) and at the end of the work in part III-III, c. 21.
1626

 

In both passages Judas is not explicitly mentioned, but the allusions to him are obvious. In the 

first passage, on the basis of Zech 11:12 (‘Then they weighed out my wages, thirty pieces of 

silver’) and Amos 2:6 (‘Because of three crimes of Israel, and of four, I will not convert them 

(or not lead them back), since they sold the righteous for silver’), Raymond lists the four 

crimes of Israel. ‘The fourth crime is that they sold the righteous for silver and killed him 

after they betrayed him.’
1627

 This is a typical example of Raymond’s method: only adduce 

material from Hebrew Scripture against the Jews, not from the New Testament; and there is 

no need to stage Judas here from the New Testament, since the reader will immediately 

associate the two passages from Hebrew Scripture to him, and know that he here represents 

the personification of Israel’s fourth crime. In the second passage the figure of Judas occurs 

through Jer 5:11, ‘They have betrayed me, the house of Israel and the house of Judah, said the 

Lord (יהוה). They have denied the Lord, saying: "He does not exist, no evil shall come upon 

us."’ By commenting that the Jews have betrayed the Lord, that is, the Messiah by selling 

Him, Raymond makes the identification Judah-Judas without mentioning Judas. Again, 

making it more explicit was not necessary. The image of Judaism which Raymond 

propagated, with its main elements of blindness, hatred, betrayal, the bond with evil, and 

eventual repentance, was easily associated with the figure of Judas, more easily than with the 

figure of Cain.  

Nevertheless, despite several reasons for preferring the Judas-motive, the absence of the 

Cain-motive in Raymond’s writings is still surprising. In Paula Fredriksen’s analysis of 

Augustine’s views on Jews and Judaism, I found a possible reason for it. Fredriksen argues 

that Augustine dropped the Cain-motive in the period 410-415, after he ‘discovered’ Psalm 

59.  In two sermons, Faith in Things Unseen and Sermon against the Jews, he appeals to the 
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1624
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 Maccoby, Judas Iscariot, 101-126.  
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‘Slay them not’ of Ps 59:12. But ‘something is different here’, Fredriksen notes. ‘Cain, 

Augustine’s premier biblical figure for the Jews, is suddenly strangely absent. What happened 

to Cain?’
1628

 According to Fredriksen, the answer lies in the City of God: 
 

‘The great theme of that work is wandering. The longing for home and the acute sense of 

displacement defines the experience and the identity of the Christian and not, as in so many of 

Augustine’s earlier writings, the experience and the identity of the “Jew”. Cain the fratricidal 

wanderer would have confused this plaintive and morally positive image of Augustine’s wandering 

citizen-saint sojourning in time, far from his heavenly home. Thus Cain, resolutely earth-bound, 

becomes the first to build a city; and the city that he founds is the civitas terrena, “the earthly city, 

which longs for eartly joys” (City of God 15.15).’
1629

        

 

The same holds for our travelling friar Raymond Martin. To wander and long for Jerusalem 

supernam, Christ’s heavenly city, is part of the human condition in general and of the identity 

of a Dominican friar in particular. The Jews of Raymond’s time were nearly all townsmen as 

well as the Dominicans, but with Augustine Raymond believed they lived in a divided town, 

with a civitas terrena in which the Jews (and many others) chose to live and a civitas superna 

for Christians and future Jews. A wandering Cain did not resemble Jewish townsmen and 

neither wandering friars, tirelessly preaching the heavenly city of Christ.  

However, this does not explain yet the absence of ‘Slay them not’ in Raymond’s anti-

Judaism. In Chapter Twelve, I will return to Jeremy Cohen’s conclusion that this might show 

a departure from the traditional Augustinian view on Jews and Judaism.    

  

 
 
4. Evaluation 

 

I have presented Raymond’s anti-Judaism in its theological and polemical context. His work 

fits in with the intellectual and theological renaissance that started in the twelfth century. 

There is something threatening and acute in his view on Judaism and his anti-Jewish imagery. 

He intends to show that Judaism is unreliable and allied to evil, and that it needs reply, 

correction, restriction. His conclusions seem to be related to his experience as a preacher and 

debater. He maintains that Jews refuse to hear the truth and hide behind false arguments and 

strategies of evasion, the cause of which he finds in an age-old blindness of the Jewish people, 

and a heart insensitive to God’s truth, which also caused their rejection of Jesus as Messiah 

and the acceptance of false Messiahs.  

Three motives, often visible in Christian anti-Jewish polemical literature, are recognizable 

in Raymond’s anti-Judaism: animalisation, irrationality, and demonisation. The arsenal of 

stereotypical images, especially animal images, proves to be large and diverse. The myth of 

the bond between the devil and the Jews is an important part of the explanation of a 

continuing Jewish denial of Christ. It is Raymond’s way to understand what is 

incomprehensible to him: the fact that Jews, and Jewish intellectual leaders in particular, 

refuse to seriously consider biblical and rational arguments in favour of the Christian truth. 

Although anti-Jewish motives like these are not new in Christian anti-Jewish theology and 

polemics, the way in which Raymond crafts them is: on the basis of Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic sources, he endeavours to show the blindness, hatred and guilt of Judaism, including 

the alliance between the devil and the Jews.   

                                                 
1628

 Fredriksen, Augustine and the Jews, 329-331. 
1629

 Ibid., 347. 
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Much of scholastic theology and methodology, which started in the twelfth century to 

develop further throughout the thirteenth century, are recognizable in Raymond’s work:
1630

 

the increasing role of ratio and philosophy in theological argumentation; a textual orientation 

and  concern with detail; the study of authoritative texts of non-Christians, Muslims and Jews 

in particular, in order to illuminate the Christian truth and to refute error; the use of scholastic 

genres such as the commentary, questions and compilation (the summa); the focus on human 

nature and motivation; it is all well-anchored in his thirteenth century mind. In the previous 

chapters, we saw that Raymond tied up biblical auctoritates (always in the Hebrew letter) and 

rabbinic proofs with rational explanation, the use of rationes, and  exegetical operations. We 

also saw that, when his evidence was founded on the authority of texts or on reasonable 

explanation but was not accepted by his Jewish adversaries, he accused them of blindness, 

unwillingness, and stubbornness. Thus, his emphasis on reasonableness goes together with 

conclusions about the irrationality of his adversaries. An example of this is his stereotypical 

image of the Talmud as a large dunghill and of those who adhere to it, as ruined minds. 

Serious attention to the point of human motivation, another innovative element from the 

twelfth century, is also present in Raymond’s work. According to him, the Jewish refusal to 

accept the truth derives from a blind hatred towards Christ, rooted in pre-Christian Jewish sins 

against God and the Temple, for which he adduces evidence from Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic literature. He further maintains that this hatred was intensified, when Judaism allied 

itself to the devil, and thereby came to belong to the armies of Gog and Magog, who 

obviously intend to destroy Christianity.       

Sapir Abulafia observes a ‘christianization’ of reason, Hebrew Bible, and the Talmud in the 

twelfth century. The word ‘christianization’ certainly applies to Raymond’s work as well. His 

main intention is to prove that the true littera, the true rabbinic-prophetic tradition, and the 

true reason concur with the Christian faith. The  Jews are irrational in their unwillingness to 

see the truth and beauty of Christianity. At the same time, they are very clever in evading 

persuasive arguments. Jews are learned and educated, he says, but their intellect is not guided 

by the truth of Christ, and therefore their refusal of this truth is insane. The choice of animals, 

with which Raymond stereotypes his Jewish adversaries in debate, implies a combination of 

cleverness and blindness: fox, owl, and bat; smart but nocturnal animals.  

Raymond’s anti-Jewish imagery, the way he describes several discussions with Jews, and 

his theological view on Judaism and the end of time, seems to imply that he was pessimistic 

about Jewish conversion. But why then did he compile such bulky books full of Hebrew 

biblical and rabbinic material? Why preach to the Jews if only a few would listen and leave 

Judaism? Did he only do his job by order of Dominican and certain Church leaders? Was he 

so fascinated by Hebrew literature and rabbinic literature? Both may have been factors. 

Harvey Hames’s suggestion, that the scholastic examination of Jewish authoritative texts and 

the writing of anti-Jewish polemics were ‘part of a counter-reaction to the philosophical 

examination of theological premises’ and mitigated ‘apparent contradictions or difficulties 

regarding Christian dogma reached by philosophical reasoning’, may also be part of the 

explanation.
1631

 Polemics and apologetics as an internal process of finding the truth, as for 

example Thomas Aquinas did in his Summa contra gentiles.
1632

   

But in the case of Raymond Martin this can only be part of the answer. In my opinion the 

raison d’être of the Capistrum and the Pugio lies predominantly in the changing position of 

Judaism in Iberean society. The theory of the concept of Jewish service to Christendom, 

designed by the Latin Church through the ages, increasingly came on bad terms with the 

                                                 
1630

 The following characteristics of scholastic theology and methodology are derived from Hames, ‘Reason and 

Faith’, 270-272.  
1631

 Ibid., 269. 
1632

 See Chapter Four, Section Two. 
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practical interpretation the Spanish kings were giving to it, as will be shown in the next 

chapter. The supposed Jewish alliance with the powers of evil, a growing connection and 

mutual dependence between the Crown of Aragon and the Jewish elites, the many daily 

contacts between Christians and Jews, the ignorance of many Christians about their own 

Christian doctrines and about Judaism, incited Raymond and his colleagues to do their job: 

compiling, explaining, warning; in short, strengthening Christians so that Judaism could be 

disarmed with its own weapons, and muzzling the errors of Judaism. Thus, though the 

violence and size of Raymond’s anti-Judaism flowed from traditional anti-Jewish rhetoric, it 

was increased by socio-economic developments and the anxiety these developments caused in 

the minds of these friars. Raymond’s anti-Jewish imagery was not only part of a polemical 

rhetoric or method, it was the result of religious fear and anxiety, of a fixed, traditional view 

on the historical role of Judaism and its position in a Christian society. This is the subject of 

the next chapter.         
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 

 

 

THE FUNCTION OF RAYMOND MARTIN’S ANTI-JUDAISM 

 

 

 
Raymond Martin’s anti-Judaism has a specific socio-economic, cultural and ecclesiastical 

context. Not only theological, polemical and missionary motives brought him to his view on 

Jews and Judaism. Some passages in his work reflect the social position of Judaism in the 

Christian society of the day, and the criticism of the Church on it. Passages like these show 

that Raymond’s image of Judaism was partly ‘reality-based’, to use a term of Robert 

Chazan.
1633

 ‘Reality-based imagery’ certainly does not mean that Raymond’s view on 

Judaism was a true reproduction of reality. Chazan uses the term in the sense that real changes 

lay at the root of ‘a deleterious alteration of prior and broadly negative imagery’.
1634

 In the 

present chapter, I will first sketch a few developments that directly influenced the position of 

Jews in Aragon: their role in the rise of a money economy; the mutual dependence between 

the Crown of Aragon and Jewish communities; common relations between Christians and 

Jews; and the ecclesiastical anxiety about each of these points.  

 

 

 

1. Reality-Based Imagery and Stereotypes 

 

We are in Barcelona in the 1260s. Writing the Capistrum Iudaeorum, Raymond voices his 

anxiety about the position Jews have occupied in society. He warns us not to underestimate 

the dangers: 
 

See, which arrows the Synagogue of Satan shoots at Christ, and which at those who belong to 

him. Surely these [arrows] will wound the unprepared more dangerously, when it seems that they 

are shot from a bow of truth. Whoever, thus, has the zeal of God and his spirit: do not neglect and 

undervalue this. Since, as Seneca said: ‘It belongs to the wise to fear even a humble enemy.’
1635

 

If, now, the wise man in you does not want to fear, then fear at least for the unwise and 

uneducated. Because, if Muhammad, for instance, who at the outset was all alone, entirely 

uneducated, utterly impoverished, hated by his own kinsmen and foreigners alike, so far removed 

from our borders, and so obvious in his falsehood, could introduce so much corruption into the 

world on behalf of the devil, what do you think the devil can accomplish through the Jews, who 

are so numerous, almost all educated and most adept at trickery, so well endowed from the good 

life and the usuries they receive from Christians, so loved by our princes on account of the 

services they provide and the flatteries they spew forth, so scattered and dispersed throughout the 

world, so secretive in their deceptions that they display a remarkable appearance of being truthful, 

but so frightened already at the sound of a rustling leaf?!
1636

 

                                                 
1633

 Chazan, Medieval Stereotypes, Chapter Two (19-40): ‘Real Change and Reality-Based Imagery’.  
1634

 Ibid., 40; see also Chazan’s article ‘Philosemitic Tendencies in Medieval Western Christendom’, where he 

shows that positive Christian imagery of Jews went hand-in-hand with negative factors, and that these positive 

elements often gave rise to ‘negative off-shoots’ (44).  
1635

 In the Pugio Raymond uses another maxim of Seneca: ‘No plague is more effective to harm than an enemy 

who is close’, to which he adds, ‘and no enemy is more familiar to the Christian faith and more inevitable for us 

than the Jew’; PF prol., n. 2 (2).   
1636

 CI II, neq. 1, n. 2 (24-26): ‘Vide quales sagittas Synagoga Satanae iacit contra Christum, quales etiam contra 

suos. Quod quidem quosdam incautos tanto periculosius sauciant, quanto videtur quod ab arcu veritatis sui 
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What is happening here? Raymond states that the Jews are a most powerful instrument of 

Satan against the Christian society, in several respects. He compares Judaism to Islam, the 

most obvious enemy of Christian Spain in those days, and he concludes that the danger of the 

Jews is perhaps potentially even larger: they are numerous, well-educated, and well-endowed, 

the last because Christians have enabled them to become rich and influential. These factors 

make them a suitable weapon in Satan’s hand. An additional problem is that the Jews seem to 

be humble and trustful. That is why the princes love them for the royal services they provide. 

But their aims are secretive. They mislead the unprepared, the unwise and uneducated, who 

do not recognize their true intentions. Wise men, therefore, should feel obliged to protect 

these people and to show them the danger of Judaism. 

The text is a good example of a combination of reality-based imagery and old stereotypes. 

The statements that Jews are numerous, that many of them are well-educated, that they are 

engaged in moneylending, serve the princes, are treated with hospitality, might be called 

reality-based. They correspond to what we know about Judaism in this area and century. The 

same holds for the ‘love’ of the princes and the ‘flatteries’ of the Jews. Given the mutual 

dependence of the Crown and the Jews, princes and Jews will have played the game of social 

behaviour that best benefitted their interests. Even the statement about the synagogue shooting 

arrows at Christ and Christians might be considered reality-based. After all, we know that 

Raymond was engaged with censoring Jewish literature and encountered texts and passages 

that attacked Christianity. One of them was Nahmanides’s account of the Disputation of 

Barcelona, written in the period when Raymond was writing the Capistrum. We saw that the 

Rabbi presented Raymond’s colleague Paul Christian as a poor and laughable debater.
1637

 The 

Dominicans took legal proceedings against Nahmanides, which did not fulfil their 

expectations.
1638

 An atmosphere of reciprocal accusations and severe polemic dominated the 

religious scene between friars and Jewish leaders in those days. Some statements in 

Nahmanides’s account point in that direction as well. He says that the Jewish community in 

Barcelona is afraid of the Dominicans, ‘who cast fear on the world.’
1639

 This tense atmosphere 

                                                                                                                                                         
impulsus originem trahant. Quicumque igitur habes zelum Dei, spiritumque ipsius, noli negligere, noli 

contemnere. Ut enim ait Seneca: «Inimicum quamvis humilem, docti est metuere. Si vero tibi non vis timere 

doctus, time saltem indoctis, time simplicibus». Si enim, verbi causa, Machometus, qui solus fuit a principio, qui 

illitteratus omnino, qui pauperimus, qui suis et extraneis odiosus, qui a nostris finibus tam remotus, qui in suis 

mendaciis tam apertus, in mundum procurante diabolo, tantam inducere potuit corruptelam, quid putas diabolum 

posse facere per Iudaeos, qui sunt tam multi, qui omnes fere litterati, et ad fallendum doctissimi, qui propter 

percam vitam, et usuras, quas a Christianis accipiunt, tam ditati, qui, tum propter servitia qui impendunt, tum 

propter adulationes quas effundunt, sunt nostris principibus tam dilecti, qui per totum mundum disseminati ac 

dispersi, qui in suis fallaciis tantam habent veritatis apparentiam tam occulti, qui olim advolantis folii sonitum 

territi? Nunc, pro dolor! quorumdam tempore fidei proculdubio, ac defectu , quibus ipsorum incumbit correctio, 

in tantum audaces effecti, quod haec et huiusmodi non solum clam dicunt, non solum in Hebraea, sed etiam in 

littera Latina conscribunt, et Christianis impune offerunt, ac secure comittunt. Videat autem haec, qui universa 

videt, et iudicet, et his qui Iudaeos in eiusmodi, aut defendunt, aut eis quomodocumque favent, aut, cum possent 

corrigere, negligenter dissimulando consentiunt, talis animi auferat qualitatem, aut eis talia commitendi auferat 

potestatem.’ The translation of the second part of this text (from ‘Si enim, verbi causa’) is drawn, with a few 

changes, from Cohen, Living Letters, 348-349.  
1637

 See the Chapters Six to Nine.   
1638

 See Chapter One, Section 4.   
1639

 At the beginning of the fourth session in the royal palace, Nahmanides declares he does not want to continue 

the disputation: ‘I said, “The Jewish community here is large, and they have all sought to prevent me and have 

begged me to desist, for they are very much afraid of these men, the Preaching Friars, who cast fear on the 

world; and also the greatest and most honoured of the priesthood have sent to me to say that I should not 

continue. And also many knights from your own household, my lord King, have said to me that I was doing 

wrong to speak before them against their faith. Also Fray Peire of Genova, the scholar of the Minorities, has said 

to me that the matter is not good. Also people from various quarters of the city have said to some of the Jews 

that I should discontinue’; Chavel (ed.), vol. 1, 316; Maccoby (trans.), 133.   
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presents itself even stronger in the Hebrew account of the Disputation of Paris between Paul 

Christian and Rabbi Abraham ben Rabbi Samuel around 1270. According to the author, 

Paul’s attack on the Jews was vehement: he would have said that they deserve to be burnt and 

killed.
1640

   

We can say at the very least, that behind these imageries, motives of concern are detectable, 

from both sides, the friars and the Jews. The friars (and the Church) were concerned about the 

fact that Jews, in their opinion, did not perform the role Christian theology traditionally had 

reserved for them: a defeated and dispersed people that God had kept alive, so that it could 

serve Christendom and the Christian truth. The Jews were concerned about the increasing 

polemical and social pressure put on them by the friars (and the Church). As to friar 

Raymond, his concern led to a language and theology of fear. He reverted to the old Christian 

myth of an alliance between the devil and the Jews, to the assumption that most Jews are 

adept at trickery, and the suggestion that Jews intend to harm Christ, Christians, and Christian 

society. It is the stereotype that dominates the observation: Jews are dangerous enemies, that 

is why, as neighbours, servants of the Crown, moneylenders, and educated people, they 

should be restricted and degraded to their old servile position.  

In the following sections, I will sketch how the classical anti-Jewish imageries Raymond 

inherited were fuelled by a changing society, so that he felt forced to communicate a strongly 

anti-Jewish imagery based on fear. As in the previous chapter, I will start with the twelfth 

century in northwestern Europe. That may seem strange and methodically insufficient, but I 

note with other historians that although the stimuli of medieval anti-Judaism in the south 

occurred later than in the north they were very similar:  
 

As Muslim Europe was steadily Christianized and as the new Christian princes of southern Europe  

took over more and more non-Christian areas, many of the ideas and attitudes which had been  

fermenting in the north since the beginning of the twelfth century seemed increasingly relevant to 

the south. So from about the middle of the thirteenth century we begin to see in southern Europe the  

spread of a greater number of anti-Jewish activities […] In-depth knowledge of the twelfth-century  

marginalization of Jews is useful for a fuller comprehension of the dynamics of Christian attitudes  

towards Jews in southern Europe too.
1641

  

 

 

 

2. Economic Expansion and Moneylending in Latin Europe 

 
The Latin European twelfth century was a period of rapid socio-economic changes. The scale 

of the transformation that took place can hardly be exaggerated: improved cultivation of the 

land, population growth, production of more goods, development of the market system, the 

shift to a money economy, the crusading ventures, the emergence of secular and ecclesiastical 

governmental institutions, important cultural and intellectual changes.
1642

 Like many 

Christians, European Jewry profited from these advances. In this period Jews were present in 

all common means of living: agriculture, handicraft, trade, hired labour, et cetera. Jewish 

landowning was not problematic yet.  Jews played ‘a significant if fairly short-lived role in 

the rapid expansion of the northern European economy.’
1643

  

Expansion (production, building, trading and warfare) necessitates capital and funding. ‘For 

a variety of reasons Jews were attracted to the expanding money trade’, although the 

                                                 
1640

 Ragacs, Die zweite Talmuddisputation, 144, 222. 
1641

 Abulafia, Christians and Jews, 140.  
1642

 See e.g. Chazan, Medieval Stereotypes, 21. 
1643

 Ibid., 22.  
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statement should not ‘conjure up a vision of all Jews’.
1644

 Since commerce traditionally 

‘constituted the backbone of the Jewish economy’, Jewish involvement in moneylending was 

not surprising.
1645

 A decisive factor, however,  for the relatively large role that Jews came to 

play in the money trade, was Church policy. It ‘unwittingly paved the way for greater Jewish 

involvement in lending.’
1646

 The Church managed to be successful in its effort to check 

Christian usury, but it did this in a time that ‘the need for capital was ever more urgent’.
1647

 

Therefore, European rulers generally fostered Jewish moneylending, with the result that a 

double alliance between Jews and their lords emerged.
1648

 ‘In effect, earlier dependence on 

the lords of northern Europe for physical safety was now reinforced by Jewish reliance on the 

same authorities for direct support of money-lending.’
1649

 The financial success and power 

brought by moneylending took a high price. The image of the deceitful Jewish moneylender 

gained ground among laymen and clerics.
1650

 Moreover:  
 

the rulers and the Jews were caught up in a more complicated web of dependencies. Intensification 

of this relationship brought the Jews more fully in the orbit of authorities that were now far more 

sophisticated in their approach to governance and in their ability to control and exploit the various 

forces and groupings over which they ruled.
1651

  

 

A deterioration of the image of Jews becomes visible from the middle decades of the twelfth 

century. Towards the end of the century the new stereotypes begin to have their impact on 

Church policy. Then Church leaders start to formulate regulations in order to limit what was 

perceived as harmful Jewish behaviour, especially moneylending.
1652

 Traditionally, 

ecclesiastical policies concerning Judaism had two basic components: it offered protection 

and it demanded limitation.
1653

 Protection became increasingly necessary when innovative 

anti-Judaism spread and became a source of danger. Jewish appeals to Church authorities 

were generally heard and served as a successful shield. But when ecclesiastical discomfort 

with Jewish behaviour grew, the old concerns of the Church with possible Jewish subversion 

and denigration of Christianity surfaced again. Limitation was demanded; secular authorities 

were pressed to implement them.
1654

 Popular and  ecclesiastical pressures affected the kings 
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 Ibid.  
1645

 Ibid.  
1646

 Ibid., 23. Jews were exempted from the Church’s censure of moneylending on the basis of the Deut 23:20-

21, which ‘prohibited lending at interest among brethren or fellow countrymen but permitted such lending to the 

stranger’; ‘permission for Jewish usury was in fact rooted in the technical definition of Jews as “strangers”, 

distanced from their Christian neighbors.’ Ibid., 36. 
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 Ibid.  

1648
 Ibid.  

1649
 Ibid., 34. 
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 Chazan adduces several sources to substantiate his claim of the emergence of ‘the image of the deceitful 

Jewish moneylender inflicting harm on society’ in twelfth-century northern Europe. Ibid., 37 
1651

 Ibid. Chazan argues here as well that both the awareness among Christian intellectuals of the ecclesiastical 

justification for Jewish involvement in moneylending and the assumed popular ignorance of such justification 

will have produced stigmatisation. In the first case, ‘the perception of Jewish otherness was exacerbated’; in the 

second case, ‘Jews would simply be seen as perpetrating one of the major crimes on the societal scene.’ 
1652

 Chazan quotes a few letters of Pope Innocent III to French rulers, in which he forcefully complaints about 

Jewish moneylending; see Grayzel, The Church and the Jews, vol. 1, 106-107 (no. 14); 126-127 (no. 24).   
1653

 For examples of ecclesiastical protection of Jews and demands to limit Jewish behaviour, see Chazan, 

Medieval Stereotypes, 95-109.  
1654

 Chazan argues that the actual decline of medieval Ashkenazic Jewry lies predominantly with the attitude of 

the temporal authorities. They formed the more potent shield of protection. Exploitation of Jewish income and 

property was the price this protection demanded. Jewish money trade increased the potential for fiscal 

exploitation substantially. The alliance between Jews and their secular rulers was reinforced by it, but at the 

price of popular and ecclesiastical dissent. In this process the kings started to change their tack, either by 

genuinely adopting anti-Jewish sentiments or by cleverly using these sentiments to their own advantage, both at 
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and barons, so that the critical alliance between Ashkenazic Jewish communities and the royal 

or baronial authorities crumbled. Jewish communities in the north then rapidly declined. 

 

 

 

3. Thirteenth-Century Aragon 

 

Although based on a thorough analysis of the available sources, particularly from the English 

and French kingdoms, the conclusions put forward in the previous section are fairly general. 

Robert Chazan shows that the details of the process differ between areas.
1655

 His conclusions 

are therefore not right away applicable to the Iberian situation in the thirteenth century. 

Moreover, writing history on the relations between Christians and Jews in thirteenth-century 

Aragon is a precarious thing. Starting with a quotation from Robert Burns, Chazan 

emphasizes the web of complexities typical for the position of the Jews in this part of Spain:  
 

“It was perhaps the most startling and dramatic century, a chiaroscuro of achievement and failure, 

the promise and threat of Western civilization’s future directions”
1656

 […] In whatever direction we 

turn, a baffling combination of countervailing forces awaits us: in the stances of the Roman 

Catholic church, with its simultaneous emphasis on protection and limitation of the Jews and with 

the reflection in its missionizing of both arrogant self-confidence and underlying anxieties; in the 

politics of the Crown of Aragon, with evidence of both strong encouragement and support of the 

Jews tempered by a commitment to assist the Church in both its limitation of the Jews and its 

proselytising endeavors; in the personal stance of King James the Conqueror, at one and the same 

time (on occasion, as we shall see, seriatim as well) respected and honoured friend of the Jews and 

supporter of antipathetic programs; in the circumstances of the Jewries of the Crown of Aragon in 

general and of Catalonia in particular, living through what has been depicted sometimes as their 

golden age and sometimes as the onset of their lengthy decline […] a feel for the complexities of 

historical experience, rather than an urge toward oversimplification.
1657

 

 

Changing attitudes towards Jews affected Jewish communities in both the north and the south 

of Europe. Also the south saw relations between Jews and Christians develop in ‘an 

increasingly nasty quality, between new and more virulent stereotypes, new arguments, and 

new pressures put on Jewish existence.’
1658

 Jewish moneylending, a spurring factor in the 

process in the north, flourished in Aragon as well, certainly from the second half of the 

thirteenth century, the period in which Raymond Martin operated, and especially in the north 

                                                                                                                                                         
the expense of their role of protectors of the Jews. Examples of this are particularly visible in England and 

France, which monarchies had the most sophisticated bureaucracies of north-western Europe at that time. 

Chazan, Medieval Stereotypes, 95-124. The deterioration of Ashkenazic Jewry might also be seen as a result of 

royal policies of centralisation and expansion over against feudal lords, as Daniela Müller argues for the Jews 

living in the French crown lands. The successful strife for jurisdiction over the Jews, especially by the French 

Kings Philip II and Louis IX, certainly did not benefit the position of the Jews in France. Müller shows that 

Philip’s restrictive policy towards the Jews, their banishment, and the assent to return the crown lands was part 

the king’s broader policy of centralisation and expansion. Jurisdiction over the Jews – a important source of tax 

income – was one point at stake in the power struggle between the French monarchy and feudal nobility, as it 

would be again under the rule of Philip’s grandson Louis IX. See D. Müller, ‘Die Pariser Verfahren gegen den 

Talmud von 1240 und 1248 im Kontext von Papsttum und Französischem Königtum’, in: M. Poorthuis, J. 

Schwartz, J. Turner (eds.), Interaction between Judaism and Christianity in History, Religion, Art, and 

Literature, Leiden 2009, 181-199.        
1655

 See also Abulafia, Christian-Jewish Relations 1000-1300, who examines these relations in Germany, France, 

England and the Latin Mediterranean.     
1656

 Burns, ‘Castle of Intellect’, 6. 
1657

 Chazan, Barcelona and Beyond, 18.  
1658

 E. Klein, Jews, Christian Society, and Royal Power in Medieval Barcelona,  Ann Harbor 2006, 196. 
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of the kingdom, including Barcelona.
1659

 But for Jewish-Christian relations in thirteenth- 

century Aragon it is also important to bring to the fore ‘the quieter substratum of daily life’, 

that is, the bonds that linked individual Jews and Christians to each other, in business, as 

neighbours, in corporate actions. By understanding these bonds ‘we introduce more nuance to 

our understanding of Jewish-Christian relations.’ And ‘we may ultimately better understand 

the background to theological debate and the broader context for the outbreak of violence.’
1660

   

Jewish communities in southern Europe were larger, more powerful, and better acculturated 

than those in the north. In thirteenth-century Aragon, Jews made up between two and six 

percent of the population of the Crown, a rather modest number. The larger cities of 

Barcelona, Girona and Huesca had populations that were probably more than ten percent 

Jewish, making the Jews an important minority group.
1661

 Unlike their coreligionists in 

northern Europe, Spanish Jews were still engaged in a variety of professions: courtiers, 

merchants, moneylenders, doctors, artisans, farmers.
1662

 The process of driving them away 

from public offices, agriculture, commerce, and handicraft, and pushing them more and more 

in the precarious role of moneylenders took place much later in southern than in northwestern 

Europe.
1663

 Serious economic decline in the Jewish communities of Catalonia and the 

beginnings of opposition to the economic role of the Jews started at the end of the thirteenth 

century, during the reign of James II.
1664

 But even then, Jews could still hold high royal 

positions, be rent collectors, treasurers or royal negotiators with Muslims.
1665

 Jews owned 

land and derived income from it.
1666

 ‘They could sell, give, mortgage and bequeath their 

property with almost absolute freedom.’
1667

 ‘From the king’s point of view there was no 

objection to Jewish ownership of real estate as the Jews were considered his property, so that, 

theoretically, their property belonged to him.’
1668

 Sometimes they were even allowed to buy 
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 Ibid., 164. Klein refers for Barcelona to Stephen Bensch, who notes that before the beginning of the 

thirteenth century Jews in Barcelona played a minor role in moneylending, i.e., less than 20 percent of all loans 
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1327, Oxford 1997.   
1662
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1663

 Assis, Jewish Economy, 15; see also Baer, A History of the Jews, vol. 1, 143. 
1664

 Ibid., 15; 85.  
1665
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1667

 Assis, Jewish Economy, 29. 
1668

 Ibid. 
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urban and rural estates, even from the nobility and the clergy.
1669

 Jews are listed among the 

recipients of houses, workshops, estates and lands in the newly conquered areas.
1670

 

Jewish communities in Spain profited from a long tradition of tolerance. ‘Generally 

medieval Muslim society had room for monotheists such as Jews and Christians […] as long 

as they accepted their subjection to Muslim rule.’
1671

 The Spanish Christian kings, gradually 

conquering Muslim areas, inherited this tradition of ‘the living together’ of Muslims, Jews, 

and Christians for which modern historians introduced the term convivencia.
1672

 To be sure, 

Jews and Christians under Muslim rule and Muslims and Jews under Christian rule were 

second-class citizens, but ‘the vital point is that they were citizens’.
1673

  They had a different 

legal status, paid their taxes, and lived together in aljamas, communities that were 

autonomous to a considerable level.  

In thirteenth-century Aragon, Christians and Jews often coexisted and cooperated in various 

ways, as Elka Klein convincingly argues.
1674

 She gives many examples and facts showing that 

in Barcelona:  
 

individual Jews and individual Christians worked together as colleagues in royal administration, 

partners in the administration of mills, and owners of neighbouring property. They occasionally 

helped each other out; long-term business relationships often led to other forms of cooperation; and 

even when their relationships ended up in the courts, it was often about ordinary matters or disputes 

about a contract or a loan, not long-simmering religious resentments.
1675

    

 

Evidence from both market and courtroom advanced by Klein ‘suggests that individual Jews 

and individual Christians could meet on terms not so different from the relationships between 

Jews or between Christians.’
1676

 Moreover, Jewish and Christian elites of Barcelona had much 

in common. ‘Both groups were urban, owned land, had access to capital, and were involved in 

a variety of economic activities. Essentially, both represented a merchant elite within a more 

diverse urban society.’
1677

 Both being merchant elites in the same city, with mutual 

relationships, ‘the two communities as a whole – or at least their elites – had a vested interest 

in each other’s well-being.’
1678

 An interesting part of Klein’s thesis is her argumentation that 

there was a ‘parallel treatment of Jewish and Christian urban populations by the counts and 

count-kings’ and that despite of ‘differences in royal policy toward Jews and Christians in the 

Crown of Aragon, the differences were balanced by the not inconsiderable similarities.’
1679

 

Thus, ‘distinct status did not always lead to different treatment’ and separate identities did not 

lead to absolute boundaries, but to cooperation and competition, as Klein defines the two 

poles of day-to-day relationships between Jews and Christians in thirteenth-century 

Barcelona.
1680
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1670
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Decisive in medieval European relationships between Christians and Jews was the fact that 

‘Jews in practice were meant to serve their Christian lords through paying taxes’ and that this 

‘was intrinsically bound up with the concept that Jews were thought to perform a theoretical 

service to Christendom, by preserving the prophecies concerning Christ in the Hebrew Bible 

and by reminding Christians of the penalties of rejecting Christ through their dispersion.’
1681

 

Pagans were rooted out, heretics were persecuted, but Jews were allowed to live.
1682

 ‘Jewish 

service, rather than Jewish conversion, was how princes sought out to make sense of the 

presence of Jews in their lands.’
1683

 Jews were servi camerae, that is, servants of the royal 

chamber, meaning that together with their property and wealth they officially belonged to the 

royal treasure.
1684

 ‘The parameters of this service were ambiguous and they were under 

constant discussion as theory clashed with practice.’
1685

 Moreover, the interpretations of 

Jewish service changed with changing circumstances.    

In Aragon the great majority of Jews depended directly on the king, ‘though there were 

some great lords who were allowed by the king to have Jewish vassals.’
1686

 As a result the 

king was ‘constantly concerned with the economic conditions of the Jewish communities, and 

was prompt in responding to any changes occurring in this area.’
1687

 This had various 

important implications, some beneficial, some detrimental. Royal protection, Jewish 

participation in royal service, and Jewish involvement in royal projects were beneficial, while 

the large dependence on the king, and the burden of the royal taxes on the Jewish 

communities were detrimental. Since the king competed with several other powers in the 

Crown, ‘the costs of this dependence were most obvious when royal power was at low 

ebb.’
1688

  

Because the Jews were servants of the Christian kings, direct royal involvement in Jewish 

affairs was necessary and attractive for both sides. Prestigious royal projects and the booming 

economy of thirteenth-century Aragon demanded a constant supply of fluid assets. The kings 

of Aragon (James I, as well as his successors Pedro III and Alfonso III) became deeply 

involved in the economic life of the Jewish community. King James started to formalize the 

taxation system in the Jewish communities, making use of Jewish secretarii and designing a 

form of Jewish autonomy which best served his fiscal needs.
1689

 He was in fact a major debtor 

to individual Jews and the Jewish communities. ‘During James’s reign Jewish royal servants 

                                                                                                                                                         
romanticized the concept’ did. He questions ‘the very existence of an age of peaceful and idyllic convivencia, 
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1681

 Abulafia, Christian-Jewish Relations 1000-1300, xi.  
1682

 Ibid. 
1683

 Ibid., 31.  
1684
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1686
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against King Peter III “The Great”, it attacked royal administration by demanding that the king not appoint Jews 

as officials in his realms, a petition that the king was forced to grant in perpetuity.’   
1689
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continued to be major sources of credit for the king.’
1690

 And also the secretaries, the new 

Jewish elite (see below), ‘became an important source of credit on behalf of the communities 

they represented.’ Klein notes that ‘most of the extant tax records for the Jewish community 

are assignments of royal debts to be repaid against the taxes of the Jewish communities.’
1691

 

James, thus, stimulated economic activities of Jews, including moneylending:  
 

The king had good reason to support Jewish moneylenders, as he claimed part of their profits for his 

treasury […] The high interest rates paid to the moneylenders can be seen as an indirect tax on some 

sectors of the Christian community, who otherwise paid little or no tax to the crown.
1692

  

 

In 1228, the Corts of Barcelona had set the maximum rate of interest for Jewish loans to 

Christians at twenty percent per annum. This remained unchanged throughout the thirteenth 

century and was adopted at other places in Aragon as well.
1693

 The Corts’ decision was a 

logical consequence of clause 67 of the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215, and it followed 

constant appeals from the papal legate in Spain and the Bishop of Gerona.
1694

 King James 

endorsed the laws on Jewish moneylending, including the maximum interest rate, and 

reconfirmed them several times, but the sources also reveal that in case of violations he was 

remarkably favourable to Jewish petitions and tolerant towards Jewish transgressors.
1695

 His 

policy intended to ensure repayment to Jewish creditors. ‘Any royal decision that did not 

conform with this principle came as a result of pressure exerted by outside sectors.’
1696

 In 

view of the fact that ‘a substantial part of the interest paid by Christians to Jewish lenders 

ended up with the king’, this is not really surprising; nor does it come as a surprise that his 

policy aroused annoyance and protest among Christian citizens and the Church.
1697

 His 

policy, ‘the result of contradictory pressures, seemed at times totally absurd.’
1698

 But however 

‘ruthless and inconsistent’ it may seem, ‘examined within the context of thirteenth-century 

Catalonia-Aragon these decisions appear pragmatic and even sophisticated.’
1699

  

As already mentioned above, commercial activities of the Jews also encountered extensive 

royal involvement.
1700

 The king defended Jewish commercial rights and tried to bypass 

obstacles they met in their trade; he also allowed them to trade and sell on credit to Christians 

who were unable to pay their debts; or he freed entire communities from commercial 

restrictions prevalent in certain districts.
1701

 Royal promises of free trade to several Catalan 

Jewish communities in 1268:  
 

were most probably sent to counter attempts to oust Jewish merchants from business in the Catalan  

regions, where the first merchant class of the Iberian Peninsula was now emerging. This class 

considered the Jews dangerous rivals. These merchants constituted a dominant force among the 

urban population, of which the Jews were part. They were in fact destined to succeed in excluding 
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the Jews from maritime and international trade, a field in which Catalonia was to achieve pre-

eminence towards the end of the thirteenth century and beginning of the fourteenth century.
1702

  

 

As to the relation between the Crown of Aragon and its Jewish communities, another 

conclusion of Elka Klein deserves to be mentioned. It is important for our understanding of 

Raymond Martin’s view on the Jews of his time. Klein touches upon the way Jewish 

autonomy was shaped in the second half of the thirteenth century. ‘These changes can be best 

characterized as the replacement of the old system of autonomy by default with a new system 

of autonomy by design.’
1703

 The Aragonese kings and their communities (whether being 

Jewish, Christian, or Muslim) ‘designed’ a form of autonomy that ‘gave the community the 

greatest and most effective degree of control over its internal affairs’ and at the same time 

optimally served the ‘fiscal needs’ of the Crown.
1704

 Whereas in a system of autonomy by 

default ‘the community was left to its own designs by uninvolved rulers’, autonomy by design 

‘was guided by royal policy and secured by royal enforcement.’
1705

 This shaping of a new 

autonomy ‘by design' was closely related to the emergence of a new Jewish elite from the 

beginning of the thirteenth century onwards.  During the twelfth century the ‘courtier-nesi’im’ 

formed the Jewish elite. For certain reasons ‘they gradually dissociated themselves from royal 

service’, while ‘they continued exploitation of royal monopolies’.
1706

 Reservations of the 

Jewish community about their reliance on powerful courtiers […] led to the distancing of 

communal governance from the royal administration.’
1707

 From the beginning of the thirteenth 

century onwards, a new elite started to emerge, making their money initially in the credit 

market but moving gradually into other economic activities as well, like the exploitation of 

royal monopolies (traditionally belonging to the old elite), investment in partnerships (often 

with Christians), and long-distance and local trade. Against the mid-century the credit market 

was dominated by certain families of new money and, what is a striking feature, ‘these 

families also provided the pool of candidates for communal office.
1708

 Thus, the community 

leaders and officials, who were responsible for the main tasks belonging to the autonomy by 

design, were selected ‘primarily, if not exclusively, from those involved in lending 

money’.
1709

 Moneylending and political power were mainly in the same hands. For my 

purpose this is a very important conclusion, as will become clear in the following section.  

Despite their economic success, Jewish communities in Aragon came on the verge of 

decline in the later thirteenth century.
1710

 The conclusions presented here show that economic 

success was not a contra-indicator to the onset of decline, but a highly ambivalent and 

complicating factor, and almost certainly a stimulating factor for ultimate decline. Jewish 

economic development was obviously marked by contrasting forces. It took place in close 

alliance with royal power, inevitable leading to Christian pressure, especially from the side of 

the Church and the emerging Christian merchant class, and also to resentment, for example 

from the side of debtors of Jewish loans. But, as Klein argues, Jewish success was not only 

achieved in competion with Christian merchants, it was also stimulated by structural 

cooperation and relationship with them, and this constituted an important stabilizing factor 

                                                 
1702

 Ibid., 27. 
1703

 Klein, Jews, 142.  
1704

 Ibid., 161.  
1705

 Ibid., 1.  
1706

 Ibid., 173. This process of dissociation is described by Klein on pp. 163-173. 
1707

 Ibid., 183.  
1708

 Ibid., 173. That is, the communal leaders (Hebr. ne’emanim, ‘trustees’, or berurim, ‘selectmen’; Lat. 

secretarii) who were mainly responsible for tax collection and supervision of public morality, and other 

communal officials elected by the community or appointed by the secretaries. Ibid., 143. 
1709

 Ibid., 173. 
1710

 Baer, History of the Jews, vol. 1, 163-177.   



313 

 

and one of the reasons why popular and ecclesiastical pressure and resentment would get hold 

much later in Spain than in northwestern Europe.  

  

 

 

4. Ecclesiastical Anxieties 

 

Through the centuries the Church had articulated a policy ‘that posited the fundamental right 

of Jews to live safely within Christian society’.
1711

 It ‘demanded recognition of the legitimacy 

of Judaism and a protected place for Jews’, and it ‘necessitated ongoing opposition to popular 

anti-Jewish sentiment.’
1712

 However, during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the Church 

also started to develop an uncomfortable attitude against Judaism. Three factors were decisive 

in this process: Jewish moneylending, strong economical and political bonds between the 

lords and the Jews, and convivencia, that is, the daily living together, cooperation and 

encounter between Jews and Christians, especially in southern Europe. They are recognizable 

in the passage from the Capistrum which I cited at the beginning of this chapter. The 

increasing royal involvement in the affairs of Jewish communities and the innovative strategy 

of autonomy by design, as described in the previous section, indicates that contacts between 

the Crown of Aragon and the Jewish elites were getting intensive during thirteenth-century 

Aragon. Loans, taxes, design of charters, community order, execution of public offices, 

participation of communal leaders in the royal judicial system,
1713

 et cetera, it all needed 

consultation and negotiation. Precisely these close contacts, or even more: mutual 

dependence, between Crown and Jewish elite was worrying churchmen like Raymond. And 

Raymond was worried about the capability of common Christian believers, princes as well as 

the people, to resist the lure of Judaism. His anxiety about the quality of faith of the indoctes 

and simplices, as he calls them, is part of broader worries in the Church. Some papal bulls 

from this period and Thomas Aquinas’s words on the benefit of disputation will make this 

clear.     

 

 

Papal bulls 

The fundament of ecclesiastical policy regarding Jews and Judaism was laid down by 

medieval popes in a document known as the Constitutio pro Iudaeis.
1714

 It constituted ‘the 

basic provision for the Jews in medieval Christian society’ and ‘the sum of these protections 

is impressive.’
1715

 But there were other papal documents, showing anxious concern about 

Jewish presence and attitude, and articulating anti-Jewish imagery. The most famous was the 

papal bull Turbato Corde, which was promulgated for the first time by Pope Clement IV in 

1267, the same year that the Capistrum was composed.
1716

 The bull was directed at the 

Franciscan and Dominican inquisitors. Pope Clement says that the Jewish answer to Christian 
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hospitality is ungratefulness, which makes them a fire in the Christian bosom. Nonetheless, he 

uses the Cain-typology and states that the Jews deserve hospitality and should not be 

disgraced. He also writes that he is disturbed by reports ‘that exceedingly numerous reprobate 

Christians, denying the truth of the Catholic faith, have gone over, in a way worthy of 

damnation, to the rite of the Jews.’
1717

 The friars are ordered to make inquiries, through 

Christians as well as Jews, to proceed against suspected Christians as they would do against 

heretics, and to punish Jews found guilty of having enticed these Christians into following 

Jewish rites. The slightly modified text of Pope Gregory X in 1274 reveals that some 

clarification was needed. Gregory makes a distinction between common Christians and 

relapsi, Jewish Christians or Christians with Jewish roots who secretly returned (‘fell back’, 

inf. relabi) to Judaism:
1718

   
 

Not only are certain converts from the error of Jewish blindness to the light of the Christian faith 

known to have reverted to their former false belief, but even [born] Christians, denying the true 

Catholic faith, have wickedly transferred themselves to the rites of Judaism.
1719

          

 

Turbato Corde and its repetitions indicate that reversion and attraction to Judaism were a real 

problem, or at least a real fear of the Church. Grayzel observes that Gregory’s version of 

Turbato Corde gave the inquisition authority over four categories of persons: born Jews who 

had been baptized, Jews who presumably helped them to return to Judaism, Christians who 

were somehow attracted to Judaism, and Jews who allegedly nourished this attraction.
1720

 

Where inquisitors obeyed the papal demand surely a climate of increased suspicion was 

created. It meant moreover a potential conflict with the Christian princes, since the bull 

extended the jurisdiction of the inquisition to Jews. But Jews were servi camerae; they 

belonged officially to the property of the King, or another secular ruler. Inquisitorial pressure 

on individual Jews, potentially even on entire Jewish communities, was not in the interest of 

the princes. ‘For if found guilty, the Jew’s property would, in large measure, be taken by the 

Inquisition in fines or outright confiscation.’
1721

 Grayzel sees several instances of Jewish 

protection by secular lords in several countries after Turbato Corde was issued.
1722

 

The papal view about Jews was changing during the thirteenth century, as Solomon Grayzel 

shows in his much-praised article ‘Popes, Jews and Inquisition. From “Sicut” to “Turbato”’. 

The article deals with papal letters concerning Jews and Judaism, particularly from the second 

half of the thirteenth century. Grayzel argues that the papal bull Sicut Iudaeis was then 

eroded, ‘since it no longer fitted the conditions that came into being during the 12
th

 

century.’
1723

 The changing papal view on Jews was summarized by Kenneth Stow in the 

following words: 
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While the popes formally adhered to the principles of Sicut, they were not fully devoted to the 

ideals they were espousing. Rather, they were concerned primarily with restraining the Jews and 

keeping their potentially threatening ways in check. Through such bulls as Turbato Corde, which 

permitted the papal inquisition to inquire into the activities of converted Jews – most or all of whom 

Grayzel saw as forced converts – the popes opened the door which enabled the inquisition to 

interfere in the activities of the Jews themselves and so cause them no little distress.
1724

 

   

Another example of papal concern about relations between Christians and Jews was a letter 

sent to the archbishops and bishops in the territories of the counties Poitiers, Toulouse, and 

the Provence, dated December 23, 1267.
1725

 It contains complaints about relaxation of 

canonical restrictions: Jews employ Christian domestics and do not wear the badge. In line 

with the first issue of Turbato Corde (July 1267), Jews were accused of luring Christians to 

their rites. The letter starts with Damnabili perfidia Judaeorum, but must not be confused 

with another papal letter starting with the same words, which was sent to king James on July 

27, 1267. This letter summons the king to have the entire Talmud confiscated throughout his 

kingdom in order to expurgate it from blasphemies and errors.
1726

 The pope gives three 

reasons for this measure. The Talmud ‘contains innumerable abuses and blasphemies against 

Jesus and Mary’, ‘it also teaches the Jews to utter daily imprecations against Christians’, and 

‘it is a cause of the obstinacy of this foolish and faithless people.’ Purged books, free of 

blasphemies, errors, or falsifications, and brought in conformity with the text of the Bible 

were to be returned. The confiscations should take place at one moment and the purgation 

process should be conducted by Dominicans and Franciscans, as well as other educated 

persons.
1727

 

A year before, the same Clement wrote a letter to King James of Aragon, in which he 

criticized the royal policy regarding Muslims and Jews.
1728

 As to the Muslims, the king is 

accused of incongruity: he fights Muslims outside but tolerates and favours them inside. With 

regard to the Jews, the pope warns the king that he should ‘repress their mischief’ and not 

permit them to hold public office, only granting them the privileges conceded to them by the 

Apostolic See. The letter concludes with the pope summoning James to give due penalty to 

Rabbi Moses ben Nahman, the Jewish spokesman at the Barcelona Disputation. According to 

the Dominicans,  the rabbi’s account of the Disputation contained numerous lies. In 1265, an 

ecclesiastical tribunal had sentenced Nahmanides to two years of exile and ordered the 

burning of his book. The Dominicans were not satisfied. The king then ordered that any future 

proceedings would be held in his presence. No punishment was executed. Then, Paul 

Christian brought the case to Rome. Pope Clement ordered the king to punish the rabbi, but 
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instead James gave him the opportunity to leave. In the summer of 1267, Nahmanides 

departed for the Holy Land, where he died a few years later.
1729

    

This letter and its historical background reflect tensions between the papacy (and the 

Dominicans) and the Crown of Aragon regarding the royal policy towards Jews and Muslims. 

The papacy had fully supported Aragon’s conquests, but apparently it did not appreciate the 

way in which the Crown dealt with the many problems connected to the large extension of 

territory: a lack of Christians ready to immigrate to the newly conquered areas; a Muslim 

majority to govern; an ongoing frontier needing finance and manpower; riots of Muslims 

against Christians and vice versa.
1730

 King James countered the situation with a pragmatic 

policy. Muslim governmental structures were largely left intact. Muslims were not only free 

to adhere to their faith, it even seems that they were discouraged from becoming Christians, 

not in the least because Christian Moors met much prejudice from the side of other Christians. 

The king even stimulated Muslim remigration to Valencia.
1731

  

 

 

Thomas Aquinas on the benefit of disputation 

Thomas Aquinas is not exactly known as a zealous polemicist against the Jews or a 

churchmen hammering heavily on restrictions to Jewish activities.
1732

 But in his work as well 

the motive of anxiety about Jewish influence on the simplices proves to be a motive. In the 

Summa theologiae II-II, q. 10, which deals with unbelief in general, Thomas includes an 

article on whether the Christian faith should be discussed in public with infidels (a. 7). The 

respective groups of infidels he mentions are Jews, heretics and pagans. The article is 

dominated by a protective concern for the Christian faith, or to put it more negatively, by 

anxiety about Christian doubt. When he comes to discuss the aspect of the Christian hearers at 

a public debate, Thomas notes that the Christian simplices are ‘harassed and attacked by 

infidels – whether they are Jews, heretics, or pagans –, who strive to corrupt the faith in 

them’.
1733

 His conclusion is that public debate is necessary, provided that it is conducted by 

trained preachers who are firm in the Christian faith and have no intention to put it to the test, 

because ‘simple folk are thereby strengthened in the faith and the infidels are deprived of the 

                                                 
1729

 See Chazan, Barcelona and Beyond, 92-99. 
1730

 The term ‘frontier’ (from the Spanish frontiera) is used here in the broad sense we meet in secondary 

literature: not only the area under war and conquest but also the conquered area which needed control, 

settlement, and further development. For more literature on the category of ‘frontier’, see e.g. R. Burns, ‘The 

Parish as a Frontier Institution in Thirteenth-Century Valencia’, Speculum 37 (1962), 244-251; Pick, Conflict 

and Coexistence, 23-29, esp. n. 5 (24). For riots, see R. Burns, ‘Social Riots on the Christian-Moslem Frontier. 

Thirteenth-Century Valencia’, AHR 66 (1961), 378-400.   
1731

 See R. Burns, Muslims, Christians, and Jews, and his studies collected in Moors and Crusaders, esp.: 

‘Immigrants from Islam. The Crusader’s Use of Muslims as Settlers in Thirteenth-Century Spain’ (art. II); ‘The 

Muslim in the Christian Feudal Order. The Kingdom of Valencia, 1240-1280’ (art. XI); ‘Journey from Islam. 

Incipient Cultural Transition in the Conquered Kingdom of Valencia (1240-1280)’ (art. XII); ‘Spanish Islam in 

Transition. Acculturative Survival and its Price in the Christian Kingdom of Valencia, 1240-1280’ (art. XIII). As 

to prejudices against Christian Moors, Burns observes that the King ‘had to legislate for the protection of the 

Christian Moors’ property and legal rights in the Kingdom of Valencia’ and needed to insist that they ‘were not 

to be denied the privileges enjoyed by other Christians, and that the Valencians should not “molest them nor 

permit them to be molested by anyone.”’. Burns also quotes a reproach of Raymond Lull that if Christians not 

dishonoured Moorish converts, many would be converted; see ibid., art. III, ‘Social Riots’, 381. Further, 

notwithstanding royal decrees to avoid it, apparently in some places in Valencia converts still lost their property, 

whether to their former Muslim community or to the Christian baron by whom they were warded when still 

being Muslim; see ibid., art XI, ‘Journey from Islam’, 340.   
1732

 See the conclusions of esp. J. Hood, Aquinas and the Jews, Philadelphia 1995; Cohen, Living Letters, 364 ff.  
1733

 STh II-II, q. 10, a. 7: ‘Simplices…sunt sollicitati, sive pulsati ab infidelibus, puta Judaeis vel haereticis, sive 
paganis, nitentibus corrumpere in eis fidem’. Eng. trans. Eyre & Spottiswoode, London 1963, part 32, 58.   
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ability to deceive’.
1734

 Thus, Thomas argues that debates with infidels, including Jews, are a 

useful setting for biblical and doctrinal instruction of common Christians. No doubt this was 

Raymond’s opinion as well. Debate and preparing fellow friars to debate was his vocation and 

the main reason for writing the Capistrum and the Pugio. In the Pugio he states that the many 

Jewish insanities and tricks, if they were left unrefuted, might easily fascinate the 

simplices.
1735

 Behind these words of Raymond and Thomas lies a world of anxiety and 

precaution, in which, for example, the Church prohibited laymen to discuss the Christian faith 

with Jews publicly or privately, or to share meals with Jews.
1736

 

 

 

 

5. Conclusions 

 

The facts and texts presented in this chapter clearly show the ambiguities of the concept of 

Jewish service in medieval Christendom. Theory and practice of the concept were intrinsically 

bound up, but increasingly clashed as Judaism flourished and became of larger royal interest.  
 

The ever-present challenge to princes was how to cope with these theoretical ambiguities in 

relationship to the practical role real living Jews played in their different polities. As far as the Jews 

were concerned, they constantly had to negotiate their position within the complex political and 

socio-economic nexus of competing authorities in the places they lived.’
1737

 

 

By the thirteenth century, the papal protection of the Jews, so plainly demanded in many 

rulings after Augustine, ‘carried with it clear notions of the correct parameters of Jewish 

service.’
1738

 The position of Jews in Christian society in the second half of the thirteenth 

century was a cause of great concern to the popes. The inquisition was ordered to engage with 

judaizing Christians and relapsi; bishops should better take care that canonical restrictions 

regarding Jews were observed; the king of Aragon was summoned to have Talmuds censured 

and was reproached that Jews in his kingdom occupied positions and gained priviliges beyond 

Church restrictions. Being a member of an order closely allied to the papacy, Raymond 

formulated his anti-Judaism within this context and nourished it at the same time. It is clear 

that his insinuations about Jewish subversion of society and Christianity were formulated 

much sharper than the anti-Jewish language in the papal bulls I discussed. Moreover, the myth 

he construed about the alliance between Jews and the devil went far beyond papal 

formulations. Here Raymond was rather applicating and elaborating on myths and legends 

circulating in popular Christian anti-Jewish imagination. Nevertheless, in papal, theological, 

as well as popular expressions we encounter the common idea that Jews posed a threat to 

society. Even Thomas Aquinas, a moderate theologian in questions regarding the Jews, was 

afraid that the Christian simplices would be harassed by infidels, including Jews, who tried to 

corrupt the faith in them. In my opinion Thomas’s form of anti-Judaism cannot be compared 

to Raymond’s. But both were worried that the ignorance of common Christians made them 

vulnerable to objections of Jews against the Christian faith. And just like Pope Clement, 

                                                 
1734

 Ibid: ‘[P]er hoc enim simplices in fide firmabuntur, et tolletur infidelibus decipiendi facultas’.   
1735

 PF II, c. 3, n. 33 (294): ‘Nequivi enim multas et diversas, longas et latas Judaeorum insanias atque versutias,  

paucis et brevibus dissipare sermonibus; poterantque plerosque simplices fascinare, si irrefutatae mansissent.’ 
1736

 For both prohibitions, see Grayzel, ‘Popes, Jews, and Inquisition’, 39, n. 99; for the prohibition for laymen 

to discuss the Christian faith with Jews, Grayzel refers to Alexander IV (1254-1261), Sexti decretales., lib. V, tit. 

ii, c. 2, #1; the prohibition of sharing meals with Jews Grayzel tracks back to the Council of Elvira  

(ca. 306). 
1737

 Abulafia, Christian-Jewish Relations 1000-1300, xi.  
1738

 Ibid., 51.  
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Raymond was concerned about the policy of the princes, who favoured the Jews and ignored 

canonical restrictions on Jewish activities. However, Raymond’s concern went deeper, 

assuming explicitly that the Jews were part of a devilish conspiracy against Christianity. But 

did his view on Judaism go so far that we should conclude with Jeremy Cohen that he 

dissociated himself from the traditional Augustinian view on Judaism? That is the subject of 

the last chapter.    
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CHAPTER TWELVE 

 

 

DEPARTURE FROM THE AUGUSTINIAN VIEW ON JUDAISM? 

 

 

 

In the previous two chapters I have discussed Raymond’s view on Judaism and the severe 

anti-Jewish imagery and stereotyping accompanying it. I showed that the anxiety about 

harmful Jewish influence on Christian society and the faith of individual Christians formed a 

major part of it. The last question regarding Raymond’s anti-Judaism I want to address here is 

whether it was a departure from the traditional ecclesiastical view on Judaism, based largely 

on the ideas formulated by Augustine and articulated in Church doctrine in the following 

centuries. I will summarize and evaluate the difference of opinion between Jeremy Cohen and 

Robert Chazan on this point. I will also add another case-study, one which I think sheds 

further light on the discussion. It regards Raymond’s view on the tikkunei soferim: corrections 

in Hebrew Scripture by the Jewish scribes and early rabbis. The various passages from the 

Capistrum and the Pugio about the tikkunei soferim provide important information about 

Raymond’s view on the Iudaei moderni, the Jews of Raymond’s time, who constituted, as I 

will show, a central element of his anti-Judaism.    

 

 

 

1. Augustine’s View on the Jews 

 

Augustine’s view on the Jews was based on different pillars:1739 (1) exile and degradation of 

the Jews, showing the superiority and divine character of the Christian faith; (2) preservation 

of Judaism, so that through the Old Testament prophecies it bore witness of, and provided the 

historical basis for the Christian truth; (3) conversion of the Jews at the end of days. His view 

would become authoritative in Christian tradition and determine ‘the basic stance of virtually 

all medieval Christian polemics against the Jews.’
1740

 For centuries it provided the basis for a 

relatively peaceful coexistence of Christians and Jews in societies under Latin Christian rule. 

Although the Church always emphasized limitation and restriction of Jewish rights, it also 

resisted movements that denied the Jews a rightful place in Christian society. Normally 

Jewish communities or individual Jews could have recourse to ecclesiastical authorities when 

their rights or lives were threatened.
1741

  

The Augustinian doctrine of Jewish witness was based on exegesis of some biblical 

passages. The following three passages were read as a divine warning not to harm the Jews 

and to leave them in peace:
1742

 (1) The Cain-story (Gen 4:1-16). Cain was seen as a figura for 

                                                 
1739

 See e.g. Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 20-22. Examples of Augustine speaking about the status of the 

Jews and Judaism are: De civitate Dei 18.46 (CCSL 48:644-645); 20.29 (CCSL 48:737); Tractatus adversus 

Judeos (PL 42:51-67); Sermo 200.2 (PL 38:1030); Enarrationes in Psalmos 58.1.21-22 (CCSL 39:744); De fide 

rerum invisibilium 6.9 (CCSL 46:15-16); see Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 20, n. 2. Other reproductions of 

the Augustinian notion can be found in e.g. Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 10-11; Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 

576-578, Cohen, ‘Slay them not’, 78-92.  In the last study, Cohen summarizes and comments on the treatment of 

the Augustinian notion by three investigators of it, Bernard Blumenkranz, Marcel Dubois and Paula Fredriksen. 

Fredriksen’s important study Augustine and the Jews (2008) was published later.       
1740

 Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 20.  
1741

 E.g. ibid., 20-22.  
1742

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 573-574. For the significance of the second text in the development of 

Augustine’s notion of Jewish witness, see especially Cohen, ‘Slay them not’.   
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the Jewish people. He had killed his brother Abel (figura of Christ), was therefore destined to 

wander about the earth, but nevertheless received God’s mark in order to prevent anyone from 

killing him. (2) Ps 59:12, ‘Slay them not, lest at some time my people will not forget, scatter 

them by your might’.
1743

 It is this verse that lay at the heart of Augustine’s novel idea of 

Jewish witness, about which he wrote the following:  

 
We see and know that it is in order to bear this witness – which they [the Jews] involuntarily supply 

on our behalf by possessing and preserving these same books – that they themselves are scattered 

among all peoples, in whatever direction the Church of Christ expands.
1744 

 

(3) Rom 9:27 (see also 11:26), ‘A remnant shall be saved’. This verse was read as a divine 

promise that the Jews would be converted at the end of days, a conversion read by Christians 

in Ps 59:7 as well: ‘They shall return at evening’ (Vulgate: convertantur/revertantur ad 

vesperam).
1745

 It became, among other passages, the root of the Christian political and 

theological conviction that missionizing towards Judaism was not desirable. Although some 

measure of concern with mission among Jews seems to have occurred in Latin Europe in the 

twelfth century, it was no systematic or continuing impulse. The appearance of a ‘concerted, 

formalized Christian mission’ is only found in the thirteenth century.
1746 

In the many 

commentaries on the biblical passages mentioned above and in other theological literature, 

more reasons for Christian tolerance towards the Jews circulated, but these were of lesser 

importance compared to the reasons provided by Augustine.
1747

 Examples are: faith is 

voluntary; the Fathers already tolerated the Jews; Jewish presence may occasion Christians to 

exercise and perfect their faith.
1748

 

The concept of Jewish service is the uniting element between these ideas, as was recently 

shown by Anna Sapir Abulafia.
1749

 The core of Augustine’s view on the Jews is that they 

serve Christianity. Their raison d’être was ‘to serve as witnesses to the truth of 

Christianity’.
1750

 Jewish service is present in all three pillars mentioned above.  The Jews 

serve Christians through Hebrew Scripture, which embodies the prophesies on Christ. Jewish 

exile and political and social subordination bear witness to the superiority of Christendom and 

form the punitive aspect of the Augustinian doctrine. God punished the Jews for their 

                                                 
1743

 The Vulgate reads (Ps. 58/59:12): ‘Ne occidas eos, ne quando obliviscantur populi mei, disperge eos in 

fortitudine tua’. Augustine quotes this verse in De civitate Dei 18:46 as follows: ‘Ne occideris eos, ne quando 

obliviscantur legem tuam; disperge eos in virtute tua’; ‘Slay them not lest at some time they forget your law, 

scatter them by your might’ (CCSL 48:644-645); see Cohen, ‘Slay them not’, 91.    
1744

 The quotation of Augustine is from De civitate Dei 18:46 (CCSL 48:644-645); trans. Cohen, The Friars and 

the Jews, 20. 
1745

 See Chazan, ‘Philosemitic Tendencies’, 34, who quotes Bernard of Clairvaux’s interpretation of Ps. 59:7/12: 

‘Under Christian princes they endure a hard captivity, but they only wait for the time of their deliverance’; see 

also Chazan, Church, State, and Jew in the Middle Ages, West Orange/NJ 1980, 103.   
1746

 Berger, ‘Mission to the Jews’, 577-579; 591; see also Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 7-14. Berger notes that 

there is a ‘more profound relationship between the disinterest of the upper clergy before the thirteenth century in 

converting Jews and the existence of lively, regular, often friendly debates between Jews and Christians, which 

were sometimes begun by the Jewish participant. The tone of these informal contacts and the Jewish willingness 

to initiate them were possible precisely because the church was not yet deadly serious about the aim of 

conversion’ (591). He also examines the question whether the resurgence of Christian polemic against Judaism 

in the twelfth century points to a stronger Christian motivation to convert Jews. His answer is negative. The 

twelfth century witnessed an intensification of contacts and debates between Christians and Jews, more often 

than assumed even initiated by Jews, but the majority of the resultant Christian polemic had defensive motives 

and part of this polemic even displayed an anti-missionary ideology (577-599).  
1747

 Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 574-581.   
1748

 Ibid., 574-575. More reasons are mentioned at 580-581.   
1749

 Abulafia, Christian-Jewish Relations 1000-1300, 15, 30.  
1750

 Ibid., 196. 
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rejection of Christ. Here the Cain-story is formative. It prefigures the fratricide, the 

punishment and the preservation and protection. The third pillar, the promise of Jewish future 

conversion, shows the servile state of Judaism as well: at the end of time the Jews will 

recognize that Christianity was right and they will belong to Christ. Thus, Judaism will 

always be a tributary to Christianity.   

 

 

 

2. Departure from Augustine’s View? A Discussion 

It was Jeremy Cohen who argued that certain characteristics of the Augustinian legacy 

regarding Jews and Judaism were abandoned or substituted in the thirteenth century.
1751

 In 

The Friars and the Jews, he maintains that the thirteenth century shows an attack on Jewish 

presence, an increasing focus on rabbinic literature, a kind of polemic that was part of a 

missionary attack, and a much larger knowledge of contemporary Judaism. He presents a 

broad overview of thirteenth-century mendicant attacks on Jews and Judaism in order to 

substantiate his thesis, and adduces two examples in particular to prove that the old 

Augustinian stance was losing ground to a new ‘ideological trend that would justify attempts 

to eliminate Jewish presence in Christendom’:
1752

 the trials against the Talmud in Paris in the 

1240s, and the preaching and missionizing program of the Dominican circle around Raymond 

of Peñafort in Aragon from the 1240s.
1753

 His analysis of extant documents related to the first 

event leads him to conclude that ‘the Church now depicted the “living” Judaism of its own 

day as a heresy and perversion, a pernicious oral tradition of religious law and doctrine, a 

gross deviation from the religion of the Old Testament.’
1754

 As to the second event, he 

concludes that the new Christian theological position regarding Jews and Judaism was 

transformed ‘into a working ideology, demonstrating how best to implement the new 

approach to contemporary Judaism in an organized campaign of polemic and 

proselytising.’
1755

 This last conclusion is based on a reading of documents related to Paul 

Christian and Raymond Martin.
1756

  

Cohen challenges the conclusion of earlier scholars that the approach of the friars from the 

school of Peñafort ‘represented a radical break with the anti-talmudic posture of Nicholas 

Donin and the clerical courts of Paris.’
1757

 At first sight the condemnation of the Talmud in 

                                                 
1751

 Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 21-22. Cohen discerns the following four elements characteristic of the 

Augustinian approach toward the Jews and Judaism and ‘of virtually all early medieval Christian polemics 

against the Jews’: (1) ‘a definite need and place for the Jews within Christian society’; (2) a polemic that 

concentrated on ‘the Jews’ obstinate and incorrect interpretation of the Old Testament’ and ‘the detection of 

prophecies and pre-figurations that were enriched with arguments taken from the present status of the Jews in 

servitude and dispersion’
1751

 (3) a polemic that was in fact more a defence than an attack, with polemicists 

directing themselves more to Christians than to Jews, since wanting ‘to prevent judaizing among Christians or 

simply to boost Christian morale’; (4) the creation of ‘the Jewish religion as a theological artefact’ and a polemic 

with ‘a highly literary and theoretical character’, in which living Judaism and rabbinic literature did not really 

enter, not even in the writings of theologians such as Isidor of Seville (ca. 570-636), Julian of Toledo (642-690), 

or Agobard of Lyons (769-840) who all were confronted with ‘large and flourishing Jewish communities’.  
1752
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first Nicholas Lyra and Raymond Lull, among the latter rabbi Solomon ibn Adret. 
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 For this point, see ibid., 60-76. 
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 Ibid., 76.  
1755

 Ibid., 170.  
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 Paul Christian is read through the Latin and Hebrew accounts of the Barcelona disputation; see ibid., 108-

128. As to Raymond Martin, Cohen reads the Pugio; see ibid., 129-156. He also reads the Perushei aggadot, 
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contrasting attitudes of Christian theology towards rabbinic literature, the first condemning it (Paris) and the 
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the 1240s, and the claim of the Barcelonese friars that the Talmud could be employed against 

Judaism in order to prove central tenets of the Christian faith, seem to be mutually excluding. 

But Cohen argues that the second approach was in fact ‘a more sophisticated development’ of 

the first.
1758

 The exploitation of rabbinic material was not meant to ‘attribute any bit of 

theological legitimacy’ to Judaism, but constituted a ‘pragmatic and utilitarian’ choice for the 

benefit of the ultimate goal of the school of Peñafort: the condemnation and conversion of the 

Jews.  

Robert Chazan was one of the historians who formulated important criticism of Cohen’s 

thesis regarding the thirteenth-century departure from the Augustinian view on the Jews. He 

agrees with Cohen that aggressiveness against various groups of infidels emerged in 

thirteenth-century Latin Christendom, and that the mendicants played a decisive and 

reinforcing role in this process. And, like Cohen, he understands the two main thirteenth-

century manifestations of the attack on Judaism, the condemnation of the Talmud in Paris and 

the exploitation of the Talmud in Barcelona, not as mutually excluding events but as in line 

with each other. But he challenges the conclusion that the thirteenth century witnessed ‘a new 

view of Judaism and the Jews, a view that negated the traditional right to live within Christian 

society.’
1759

 He maintains that ‘the mendicant assault on the Talmud requires for its 

understanding no appeal to a new ideological stance on the part of the Church. The old 

ideology made ample provision for an attack on any teachings that could be construed as a 

breach of conduct on the part of the Jewish minority.’
1760

 The argument is succinctly 

formulated. Therefore I will quote a substantial part of it: 
 

The prior Augustinian tradition presented and analyzed by Cohen was somewhat more flexible 

than he allows. All the negative activities of the friars (negative from the Jewish perspective) 

can be readily understood within the context of this earlier ecclesiastical view. For the prior 

Augustinian stance in no sense afforded the Jews carte blanche with regard to religious and 

social behaviours. The clear understanding always was that the Jews must behave in ways that 

would entail no harm to Christian society that had extended hospitality to them. To cite the 

most famous formulation of this theory, 'Just as the Jews ought not to enjoy license to presume 

to do in their synagogues more than permitted by law, so too in those [privileges] conceded to 

them they should not suffer curtailment.’
1761

 What this traditional formulation does is to 

emphasize equally Jewish rights and responsibilities. The major responsibility was always 

understood as the duty to live in a manner that would entail no harm to the Christian majority. 

Thus, as the mendicant orders, charged with the core task of ensuring the doctrinal purity of 

Christian society, began to function, it was almost inevitable that Jewish teachings perceived 

as harmful to the Christian faith and to Christian society would come under the scrutiny of 

these orders […] There was a second clause in the traditional view of the Jewish place in 

Christian society. That cause involved the issue of conversion of the Jews. While forcible 

conversion was eschewed (indeed, Cohen suggests no alteration of this traditional stance in the 

purported new view) and total conversion of the Jews was pushed off to the time of the Second 

Coming (in fact, it was to serve as one of the signs of the dawning of the age of full 

redemption), Christian responsibility to convert individual Jews through rational persuasion 

and generous behaviour was never denied or abandoned in theory. To be sure, there was little 

serious pre-thirteenth-century effort to carry out this mandate, as we have seen. As a more 

mature, self-confident, and aggressive Christian society emerged in thirteenth-century western 

                                                                                                                                                         
second using it for apologetic aims upon the assumption that it contains traditions which agree with the Christian 
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Papal Bull Sicut Judeis’, 243-280; see also Synan, The Popes and the Jews in the Middle Ages. 
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Christendom and as that society began to reach out and address its message more and more 

intensely to its own membership and to its major monotheistic rival, the world of Islam, it is 

not at all surprising that part of this new energy should be directed at the older monotheistic 

sister community, the Jews. To the extent that the mendicant orders bore primary 

responsibility for the preaching effort in general, it was inevitable that they should shoulder 

the burden of missionizing among the Jews specifically. Again, no new theory is called for; 

the old Augustinian view made ample provision for such proselytizing efforts.
1762

 

 

Thus, Chazan argues that the Dominican call (like that of Raymond Martin) for restricting 

Jewish behaviour and relations with Christians, for investigating their literature and traditions, 

and for oppressing them by active preaching, does not imply a departure from the Augustinian 

view. On the contrary, given the formulation in the traditional papal bull Sicut Iudaeis, 

reissued several times during the years of Raymond’s active career (1255, 1262 and 1272), it 

was a logical outcome.
1763

 According to Chazan, the Dominican preaching to the Jews did not 

aim at the elimination of Judaism by means of a full-scale conversion of the Jews, but rather it 

had important defensive aims: it was principally meant to restrict and oppress Jews.
1764

 

Chazan admits that the thirteenth century shows increasing severe reactions from the side of 

the Church on Judaism, but according to him this regards two points which always worried 

the Church:  1) subversion of Christian society (Jewish bonds with the devil; Gog and 

Magog); 2) blasphemy against Christ and Christian doctrine. Accusations by theologians like 

Raymond Martin, addressed to the rabbis in particular (deception of Christians ánd Jews; 

malicious denial of the truth; corruption of the Hebrew truth; false strategies in debates with 

Christians) belong to the prevalent framework of the traditional view on Jews. Cohen 

evaluates the same points differently. He discerns three issues that, according to him, show 

the novelty and the distinctness of Raymond’s view on Judaism in relation to earlier positions: 

1) the association he draws between the devil and the Jews; 2) his view on the status of 

rabbinic literature; 3) the negative way in which he speaks about contemporary Jews and 

Judaism.
1765

 

Chazan’s criticism had serious impact on Cohen’s research. A substantial part of his Living 

Letters of the Law is a reassessment of his previous argument: the historical career of the 

Augustinian doctrine and the ‘Augustinian legacy in the early Middle Ages’ are analyzed 

extensively, the criticism that Cohen neglected changing attitudes towards Judaism in the 

twelfth century is met, and the friars of the thirteenth century are reconsidered. Touching 

upon Chazan’s criticism, he admits that ‘well before the thirteenth century Augustine’s 

doctrine concerning the Jews had proven his elasticity’ and that ‘ecclesiastical doctrine had 

always called for restriction of Jewish behaviour’.
1766

 But he does not agree with Chazan that 
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 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 176-177.  
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 See Chapter Eleven, p. 314.  
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 For a more recent summary of his criticism on Cohen’s thesis, see Chazan, Medieval Stereotypes, 160-161, 
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 Many of Innocent’s successors would re-enact these words. For 

the Latin text of the Constitutio pro Iudaeis and an English translation of it, see Grayzel, The Church and the 
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the missionizing efforts of the friars, and the anti-Judaism that accompanied it, fully fitted 

within the boundaries of the Augustinian doctrine. In the Church of the thirteenth century, and 

among the mendicants in particular, a new perception of Jews and Judaism appeared: ‘that 

late medieval churchmen began to recognize the Jew as something other than what Augustine 

had seen in him.’
1767

 Moreover, the thirteenth century witnessed an extension ‘in the church’s 

scrutiny of the Jews’
1768

. Whereas it initially only focussed on ensuring that Jews would not 

misuse the rights granted to them or cause injury to Christianity, it now started ‘to police the 

doctrines and rituals of contemporary Judaism.’
1769

 Even though rabbinic teachings had been 

attacked before the thirteenth century, neither leading churchmen, nor influential theologians:   
 

suggested that the Jews’ allegiance to their postbiblical traditions contravened the logic of their 

inclusion in Christendom […] Augustine’s doctrine of Jewish witness mandates the servitude of the 

Jews, and it was this servile status that churchmen of the early medieval period sought to police. 

Not until the High Middle Ages did their scrutiny extend to the substance of contemporary 

Judaism.
1770

  

 

Thus, according to Cohen, ‘nothing less than the fundamental premise of Augustinian 

teaching was at stake’, since it ‘postulates the equation of Judaism with the observance of 

Mosaic law’. The imperative ‘Slay them not’ (Ps. 59:12), which ‘Augustine explicitly 

understood […] to mean not interfering with the practice of Jewish life’ and which for ages 

had been the scriptural foundation for the Church’s policy of tolerance, receives no mention in 

the written records of the Disputations of Paris and that of Barcelona, and is not even once 

quoted in all the hundreds of pages of the Capistrum Iudaeorum and the Pugio fidei. Nowhere 

in the sources does Cohen find Paul Christian and Raymond Martin referring to the doctrine 

of Judaism as witness to the truth. Instead, they undertook to convert the Jews and spread an 

ideology of Jewish perversion.
1771

 ‘Contemporary Jews did not perform the testificatory 

function that underlay their toleration and privilege. And if Judaism no longer rendered the 

Jew worthy of protection in Christendom, the Christian mission to the Jews now assumed 

unprecedented urgency and desirability.’
1772

 Although Cohen agrees with Chazan that the 

‘Friars Paul and Raymond, to be sure, were not the first medieval clerics to advocate 

proselytising among the Jews; Pope Gregory the Great himself had done so many centries 

earlier’,
1773

 he stresses that while former calls for mission to the Jews were often excited by 

chiliastic beliefs and predictions on the second coming of Christ, in the missionary ideology 

of Paul and Raymond the need to convert the Jews was based on another rationale, that is, the 

Jewish abandonment of the specific historical role which Christendom had granted them. The 

perception of this shifted role, and the choice for systematic missionizing without the belief 

that Christ would very soon return, show that the Church was breaking with the ‘age-old 

convention, defying some of the basic principles of the Augustinian doctrine of witness.’
1774

  

                                                 
1767

 Ibid., 359-360.  
1768

 Ibid. 
1769

 Ibid. 
1770

 Ibid.,360-361. Examples adduced by Cohen are: (1) Odo of Châteauroux, the papal legate heading the 

proceedings against the Talmud in the 1240s, reported to Pope Innocent IV that the Talmud turned the Jews 

away ‘not only from a spiritual understanding [of the law] but even from a literal understanding.’ (2) Paul 

Christian preached in Paris around 1270 ‘that the Jews no longer deserved the toleration and protection of their 

Christian ruler’. (3) Raymond Martin, in his Jewish preaching manuals, ‘voiced the conclusion that modern Jews 

willfully deviated from the biblical religion of ancient Jews’.  
1771

 Ibid., 361-362. 
1772

 Ibid., 362. 
1773

 Ibid.  
1774

 Ibid., 359. 
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It should be noted that Cohen concludes that ‘the movement away from Augustinian 

doctrine was typically gradual, often incomplete, and notably erratic.’
1775

 The medieval 

Church ‘never advocated the expulsion of all Jews from Christendom or repudiated the 

doctrine of Jewish witness’.
1776

 And even in the polemic of Raymond Martin, where this 

doctrine ‘had effectively ceased to be operative […], at least an acknowledgment of Paul’s 

eschatological vision for the Jews remained.’
1777

   

 

 

 

3. Iudaei Moderni and the Problem of the Tikkunei Soferim 

 

An important part of Jeremy Cohen’s research is his conclusion on the manner in which 

Raymond Martin used the category ‘modern Jews’ (Iudaei moderni). In The Friars and the 

Jews, he maintained ‘that the Pugio bespoke a novel, threetiered Christian view of Jewish 

history that underlay his [Raymond’s] approach of the Talmud’: (1) the law and the 

prophecies of the Old Testament; (2) the rabbis denying that Jesus was the Messiah and 

compiling the Talmudic and midrashic tradition; (3) the modern, medieval Jews maliciously 

following the errors of their talmudic forebears.
1778

 Robert Chazan strongly objected to this 

scheme. He argues that the third category does not exist. ‘The tripartite scheme means 

nothing. There are really only two groups for Friar Raymond (and all mainstream Christian 

theologians): pre-Christian Jews and post-Christian Jews.’
1779

 Cohen parries Chazan’s 

criticism in his Living Letters of the Law:
1780

 ‘I admittedly cannot vouch that Raymond 

Martin would himself have adopted or assented to the threefold division of Jewish history 

attributed to him here.’ But he sticks to his observation that Raymond repeatedly 

differentiated between the third and the second group, the modern Jews (Iudaei moderni, 

Iudaei nostri temporis) and the ancient Jews (Iudaei antiqui or antiquissimi):
1781

  
 

The Pugio leaves no room for doubt that Friar Raymond did afford special attention to 

contemporary Jewry, apart from his consideration of the talmudic sages, just as he distinguished the 

Judaism of the Bible from that of the Talmud. Throughout Friar Raymond’s magnum opus, these 

modern Jews do not emerge as a relic of the past, a vestige of an antique religion now obsolete. 

Rather, they constitute a genuine threatening presence; in large measure, they are Friar Raymond’s 

partisan construction of the ‘real Jews’ whom he has met, against whom he has debated, and whose 

books he has studied.
1782

  

 

The Iudaei moderni are ‘Friar Raymond’s partisan construction of the “real Jews” whom he 

has met, against whom he has debated, and whose books he has studied.’
1783

 Cohen states that 

for Raymond:  
 

These Iudaei moderni continue, actively and ingeniously, to subvert the teachings of their God and 

to detract from the welfare of Christendom. Not only do they maintain the postbiblical heresy of 

                                                 
1775

 Ibid., 396.  
1776

 Ibid.  
1777

 Ibid. Cohen refers to PF III-III, c. 23, which chapter addresses ‘the conversion of their rest’ (de conversione 

reliquiarum suarum); see also ibid., c. 21, n. 11 (909): ‘Ita Deus passus est Judaeos, et patitur vivere in mundo 

suo propter eorum reliquias convertendas in fine mundi.’  
1778

 See Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, the chapter ‘A New Scheme of Jewish History’, 136-153.   
1779

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, p. 174.   
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their talmudic forebears, they reject the truth of the few talmudic traditions that do validate the 

teachings of Christianity. Led by Rashi, they maliciously deny the messianic import of biblical 

prophecies that even the talmudic rabbis acknowledged, they persist in the brazen corruption of 

Scripture, both in its pointing and in key readings of the text itself. Instructed by their Talmud to 

deceive Christians in legal proceedings and even to kill innocent Christians, young boys in 

particular, modern Jews constitute a most noxious threat to contemporary Christian society.
1784

  

 

Cohen notes that Raymond frequently employed the term Iudaei moderni.
1785

 They were 

Raymond’s present interlocutors, among which the famous Rashi is the one most often 

mentioned and criticized.
1786

 According to Cohen, Raymond opposed the rabbis of the 

Talmud, ‘who occasionally did acknowledge the messianic import of Christological 

testimonies in Scripture’, to modern Jews, led by Rashi.
1787

 He argues that for Raymond these 

‘modern Jews’ represent a next, more persistent stage in the deliberate denial of the truth by 

the Jews and that their malice exceeds that of their talmudic ancestors, since they obscure the 

truth ‘more out of wickedness than out of ignorance.’
1788

 He concludes that Raymond’s view 

on the Iudaei moderni was an important element of his anti-Judaism.   

I agree with Cohen on this point. As I have shown in previous chapters, Raymond’s most 

severe wrath in the Capistrum and the Pugio was directed at the Jews of his time, and 

particularly to the rabbis who refuse to consider Christian arguments based on quotations 

from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature.
1789

 He called them liars, frauds, and deniers of 

the truth.
1790

 He blamed them that they negate the truth of Hebrew Scripture at important 

points and refuse to consider his argumentation, that is, that various passages in rabbinic 

literature corroborate with Christian truth and the Christian doctrine on the Messiah. Their 

blindness is explained from an age old hatred against Christ, intensified by their alliance with 

the devil. In this Raymond distinguished between the Jewish religious leaders, that is, the 

rabbis, and the common Jewish people, the minores or simplices. He accused the first group 

of keeping the second group from the truth. Thomas Aquinas made a similar distinction, as we 

saw before, but he applied it only to the Jews of Jesus’ time. Raymond’s accusation of a 

willful, malicious denial of the truth was mainly directed at the modern Jewish leaders. This is 

an important observation, as it might be a key to the explanation of the intensification of 

Dominican preaching against the Jews in Spain in Raymond’s time. The Spanish friars may 

have hoped that regular preaching to the Jews and public debate with the rabbis would 

ultimately undermine the authority of the latter, and make common Jews more favourable 

towards the Christian truth. 

In order to show that Cohen has a point when he states that Raymond takes notice of the 

Jews of his time in a special way, I will make a start with a systematic analysis of the places 

where Raymond speaks about Iudaei moderni, or where he makes a distinction between 

Iudaei moderni and Iudaei/rabini antiqui. I will focus on the point of the so-called tikkunei 

                                                 
1784

 Ibid., 357-358. 
1785

 Ibid., 356, esp. n. 110. Another, similar term used by Raymond are: Iudaei nostri temporis (e.g. PF II, c. 15, 

n. 11, 471).  
1786

 Ibid., 351ff. Examples from the Capistrum in which Raymond points explicitly to ‘modern Jews’ or to 

‘followers of Rabbi Solomon’ are: CI I, 142, 144, 184, 206, 208, 282, 286;  II, 134, 142, 156-158.   
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 Ibid., 351.  
1788

 Cohen, Living Letters, 351; CI I (144): ‘magis propter nequitiam, quam propter imperitiam’. See also CI I 

(206), where Raymond occuses some of the rabbis, ‘above all the moderns, to whom Rashi belongs’, that nearly 

always where Scripture mentions the Messiah, they try, whenever possible, to pervert the meaning of the text; 

see also CI I (286): ‘Non minor comprobatur esse duritia et malitia modernorum, cum eis ablata sit omnis causa 

et occasio suspicandi.’  
1789

 E.g. in PF III-III, c. 21, n. 22 (917), where Raymond accuses the rabbis of deceiving their listeners with false 

subterfuges in order to escape reasonable Christian arguments.   
1790

 E.g. in the prologue to the Capistrum; see Chapter Five, Section One.  
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soferim, in which the Iudaei moderni occupy an important place. For Raymond, these tikkunei 

soferim, corrections in the the text of Hebrew Scripture by the old scribes, illustrate in a 

special way the blindness and corruption of Judaism. The tikkunim are adduced several times 

in the Capistrum and the Pugio. My presentation will further reveal Raymond’s view on the 

Jews of his time and provide additional facts about his anti-Judaism.  

 

 

The problem of the scribal corrections 

Raymond holds that the Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible, which is the authoritative text for 

the Jews, is unreliable in certain places. According to him, the Jews have corrupted the text in 

crucial places. He discerns three kinds of corruption of what he calls the ‘true Hebrew letter’: 

scribal emendations (tikkunei soferim), changes in punctuation or vocalization of the 

consonants in Hebrew words (nikkud), and reading prescriptions in the margin of the text 

regarding the substitution of certain words written by words to be read (keri w’ketiv).
1791

 

Especially the first point recurs several times in both the Capistrum and the Pugio. Ina Willi-

Plein speaks about ‘die erbitterte Diskussion der Tikkune Soferim’ in the Pugio.
1792

 Jeremy 

Cohen notes that although Raymond was not the first to blame the Jews of interfering with the 

true reading of the Hebrew Bible, he probably was the first to develop the idea extensively 

and to link it with the tikkunei soferim.
1793

 Ursula Ragacs summarizes the places in the 

Capistrum and the Pugio where the tikkunim are dealt with. She concludes that the topic is 

touched upon briefly in the Capistrum, but treated at several moments and more extensively 

in the Pugio.
1794

 None of these scholars, however, has noted that in Raymond’s work a 

development is traceable regarding the scribal corrections. This development regards two 

points in particular: his understanding of the tikkunim and his anti-Jewish accusations in 

response to the tikkunim. I will show this development by discussing the places in the Pugio 

and the Capistrum where the tikkunim are dealt with: twice in the Capistrum and five times in 

the Pugio.
1795

  

 

 

Capistrum - CI I, r. 6 

The phrase under discussion is Hag 2:7, veniet desiderium omnium gentium, ‘that the desire of 

all nations will come’.
1796

 Raymond notes that apart from a few exceptions, the Hebrew bibles 

have ובאו, et venient, ‘and they will come’, instead of veniet, ‘he will come’. This must be a 

mutation, he says, since the Septuagint and other translations have veniet. Then a definition of 

the tikkunim follows and a statement on the scribes who were responsible for them. A tikkun 

soferim is ‘an adaptation of the scribes, also called computantes, either in entire words, in 

letters, or in vocals or points’. These scribes ‘were perverting the words of the living God’.
1797

 

                                                 
1791

 Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 148; see also Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 57, and 

Chapter Five, p. 171. 
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 Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 57.  
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Letters, 349, n. 90. For De seta Machometi, see Chapter Two, Section Four; Chapter Four, Section Three.     
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 Ragacs, Mit Zaum und Zügel, 175-176. 
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Dei, tiqqûn sôperîm, id est adaptationem scribarum vel computantium illud vocantes, tam in dictionibus 

perfectis, quam in litteris, quam in vocalibus, sive punctis.’ 
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Hab 1:12 is then adduced as another example of a tikkun, and Sifre is mentioned as a place 

where many more can be found.
1798

  

The passage will prove to be an earlier stage in Raymond’s view on the tikkunim. The 

corrections of the scribes are here condemned outright and without distinction, which we will 

see is not the case anymore in the last part of the Pugio (III-III), where Raymond introduces a 

distinction between the old scribes and the new rabbis.  

 

 

Capistrum - CI II, neq. 3 

Nequitia 3, n. 29 is an interesting but puzzling text.
1799

 It enters at length into the way Jews 

counter the Christian explanation of Zech 12:10: ‘They shall look on me who they have 

pierced and shall wail over him as over an only child, and shall grieve for him bitterly as for a 

first-born son’. According to the tikkun ‘they shall look אלי (elaj, on me)’ should be אליו (elav, 

on him). The matter is presented with much colour locale. A Jew and his three sons, all of 

them converted to Christianity, were preaching the Christian faith in Catalonia. When they 

had a discussion with a Jew in Ripoll, they forwarded Zech 12:10. The Jew took refuge to the 

argument that the Hebrew text excluded the divinity of the Messiah, since it had אליו (elav) 

and not אלי (elaj), and thus referred only to the Messiah, not to God. At the instigation of the 

convert the Jew consulted his Hebrew Bible. It showed that the letter ו was added, ‘a deceit 

obvious to all onlookers’.
1800

 The book was burned, Raymond says.
1801

 And he adds that ‘it 

would have been better to burn the Jewish insertor of that falsity’, probably meaning the 

scribe who had added the ו. He then tells us that he has submitted this example in order to 

show how effective the Zechariah verse is ‘against the Jews and their perfidity’. They are 

always trying to twist the truth, like their fathers did, who corrupted many testimonies of holy 

Scripture, although it was their intention to obviate scandal among the common people. But 

many modern Jews have continued to corrupt, and without doubt out of hatred against 

Christianity.
1802

       

 

 

Pugio - PF II, c. 3 

The first passage on scribal corrections in the Pugio also shows that it constitutes an early 

stage in Raymond’s thinking on the theme. He claims again that the scribal corrections are an 

obvious sign of Jewish falsehood: they go against prescriptions in Deuteronomy (4:2, 12:32) 

and Proverbs (30:3) which prohibit any addition to, or deletion from the Torah.
1803

 He calls 
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 In Chapter Two (p. 67), I noted that CI I, r. 6 got a revision in PF II, the second part of c. 9. It might 

therefore be expected that the scribal correction assumed for Hag 2:7 is also defended in PF II, c. 9. But it is not. 

In the Pugio, Raymond ventures a new interpretation of the fact that the Hebrew bible has the plural verb ובאו, et 

venient, in combination with the single noun חמדה, desiderium. According to him ‘it seems that it should be 

understood [as a reference] to the divine and human nature in Christ, [of which] Hag 2:6, et spiritus meus erit 

stans in medio vestri [is a reference as well].’ See PF II, c. 9, n. 10 (380)    
1799

 CI II, neq. 3, n. 29 (156-158).  
1800

 Ibid. (156).  
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 According to this passage, burning of Hebrew bibles took place in Catalonia in Raymond’s time. In the royal 

decrees of 1263/1264 there is only report of censuring Jewish books and restitution after censuring; see Chapter 

One, Section Four. 
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 PF II, c. 3, n. 9 (277-279).  The examples of tikkunim mentioned here are: Gen 18:22, Num 11:15, Job 7:20, 

Job 32:3, 2 Sam 16:12, 1 Kings 12:16, Lam 3:20, Ezek 8:17, Hab 1:12, Jer 2:11, Hos 4:7, Mal 1:13. Raymond 

mentions GenR (18:22), MidrPss (on Ps 18:36), and ‘the end of Ben Asher’s book which is called Dicduc’, as 

places where the rabbis point out tikkunim; he does not mention Sifre. The tikkunim Raymond adduces here he 

also mentions in PF III-III, c. 4, except for 1 Kings 12:16. Further, the distinction he makes in III-III, c. 4 

between three types of correction he does not make yet in part II, c.3.     
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the Jewish scribes falsigraphos, fures atque mendaces (false writers, thieves, and liars). A 

new element compared to the Capistrum is the dating of the tikkunim. The argumentation 

reads as follows: since the Vulgate proves that Jerome took the tikkunim as the original text, 

and Flavius Josephus boasts in his History on the Jews that nothing was ever added to, or 

deleted from Jewish Scriptures, the conclusion must be that the tikkunei soferim were 

‘perpetrated’, a term expressing a malicious act, in the period between Josephus and Jerome, 

that is, between the second half of the first and the second half of the fourth century. We will 

see that the dating of the tikkunim, and consequently the accusation of the scribes, changes in 

part III-III.     

 

 

Pugio - PF II, c. 11 

In this chapter the scribal correction of Zech 12:10-12 is the subject once again. Raymond 

here advances BT Sukkah, as well as a Jewish objection that אלי, ‘on me’, should be read as 

 on him’. After having refuted this ‘falsity’, he argues that the Targum and many other‘ ,אליו

old traditions read אלי, ‘on me’. In comparison to the treatment of this tikkun in the 

Capistrum, the argumentation has become more extensive, containing more proof texts. In the 

Chapters Six to Nine, I already showed that the Capistrum and the Pugio were works in 

progress, as Raymond (and his team) were constantly finding and incorporating new rabbinic 

sources during the writing process.  

 

 

Pugio - PF III-III, c 4
1804

 

The overarching topic of this chapter is the incarnation. Section Eleven is devoted to the 

scribal corrections. Important new elements appear here, showing that Raymond’s view on 

the tikkunim has developed substantially. He notes that the holy patriarchs and prophets 

included many stupendous mysteries of faith in their holy writings, which were to be fulfilled 

in and through the Messiah. For scribes living before the revelation of Christ, these mysteries 

looked absurd. They interpreted them as incongruities, impossibilities, or derisions about God. 

For example, the scribes of the Septuagint started to correct these texts and thus obscured 

important biblical meanings. Also, the Hebrew scribes, ‘having a zeal for God which did not 

keep pace with [their] knowledge, scratched off mysteries and secrets from the books’.
1805

 For 

the first time since the theme was advanced in the Capistrum, the scribes are partially excused 

for their corrections.  

The definition of the scribal corrections has obviously developed. Raymond now discerns 

three types of correction: tikkunim, nikkud, and keri w’ketiv.
1806

 He gives ten examples of 

tikkunim, two of nikkud, and three of keri w’ketiv.
1807

 After having listed these examples, he 

advances Hos 9:12 as an additional example of nikkud. According to him this example clearly 
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 PF III-III, c. 4, n. 11 (695-698).  
1805

 Ibid. (695): ‘Postea soferim, id est scribae iudaicae, habentes quidem zelum Dei non secundum scientiam, 

mysteries et secreta praedicta de libris abraserunt.’  
1806

 Raymond’s definition of the scribal corrections in the CI, r. 6 is immature in comparison to the definition 

here.  
1807

 The listed tikkunei soferim are: Hab 1:12 and Mal 1:13 (both drawn from Rashi’s gloss on these prophets), 

Lam 3:20, Gen 18:22, Num 11:15, Job 7:20, Job 32.3, Ezek 8:17, Hos 4:7, Jer 2:11. These places are drawn 

from Rabbi Rahmon. For the identity of this rabbi, see Chapter Three, p. 98. At the end of the quotation, Rabbi 

Rahmon notes that many other examples of tikkunim can be found in Genesis Rabbah of Moses ha-Darshan. The 

two examples of changes in punctuation given by Raymond are: 2 Sam 16:12 and Mic 1:10. Both are submitted 

on Raymond’s own authority. His examples of keri w’ketiv are: Dt. 28:27, 30 and Is 36:12. These are submitted 

through Rashi’s glosses on these places.   
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shows that the nikkud leads to a change of meaning (mutatio in sententia et significatione).
1808

 

Raymond quotes Hos 9:12, first in Hebrew, then in its Latin translation: Quia etiam vae ipsis       

 incarnatio mea ex ipsis (‘Woe to them indeed [when] my incarnation from them [has בשורי

come]’). He then explains that בשורי is derived from בשר, ‘flesh’, and notes that the scribes put   

 in the margin in order to emphasize that the meaning of the word is in recessu meo. In בסורי

order to confirm this, he quotes glosses of Rashi and David Kimhi, both reminding us that the 

word is written with a sin but should be read with a sameh. Rashi adds that the Masoretes 

already noted this.  

Evaluating these corrections, Raymond again has some sympathy for the corrections the 

early scribes made. Passages like Hos 9:12 prophesy that God would suffer injury and assault, 

and even would die.
1809

 ‘No one who uses his brains would hold that God can suffer or die; 

after all God cannot sin, since sin is not something existent, but only a privation of good’.
1810

 

Therefore, the scribes reasonably judged that such prophesies might cause scandal among 

common Jews (Iudaei simplices) and feared that ‘other infidels’ would ridicule the Holy 

Scriptures. But they ‘misjudged the sublimeness of the divine ordinance on the salvation of 

the human race’. In other words, the scribes did not, and could not foresee God’s plan of 

salvation, in which the suffering and death of the divine Messiah would prove to be 

crucial.
1811

   

   After this evaluative move, Raymond explains the importance of the original text of Micah 

1:10, which he lists among the examples of nikkud. ‘In Beth le’aphrah wallow yourself in 

dust’. The problem here according to Raymond is that the scribes prescribed התפלשי, 

hitpall’shi (imp. sing. fem.), ‘wallow yourself [in dust]’, as the correct reading. He himself 

claims that it should be התפלשתי, hitpallashti (pf.), ‘I wallowed [in dust]’. This leads to the 

following translation of be-beth le-aphrah aphar hitpallashti: in domo/deintus ad humum 

humo/pulvere involutus/circumdatus sum, ‘in a house/inward of dust I wallowed/was enclosed 

in dust’. According to Raymond this must be a reference to Christ’s incarnation in the virgin 

womb. ‘How else should this be understood, than that God through Micah says: in a carnal 

body, that is of a virgin, I was clothed with a carnal body.’
1812

 The interpretation is 

corroborated in two ways. First, Raymond shows that in Gen 18:27, Abraham uses the word 

 to express the carnal condition of man: ‘I am dust and ashes’. Second, he (’aphar, ‘dust) עפר

quotes a rule formulated by Rashi in his gloss on Is 42:16, that the language of all biblical 

prophecy points to the future, even when it is formulated in the past tense.   

   To summarize, in III-III, c. 4, Raymond describes in rather neutral terms that the original 

Hebrew was corrupted by the scribes of the Septuagint and the early Hebrew scribes. From 

their point of view these scribes had valid reasons to enforce corrections. They endeavoured 

to protect God’s divinity, but missed the true meaning due to the fact that they lived before, 

and in ignorance of the incarnation. Christ’s appearance revealed that many of the erased or 
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 PF III-III, c. 4, n. 11 (697): ‘Non solum autem in punctationis mutatione; sed etiam in sententia, et 

significatione est valde simile ei quod superius in secundo modo secondo loco dictum est, id quod Oseae 9.v.12. 
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 Raymond considers the original text of Habakuk 1:12 as an example of announcing God’s death: ‘Art thou 
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privatio’.  
1811
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1812

 Ibid.: ‘Quid aliud ergo debet intelligi dictum, cum deus per micheam, ut praemissum est, dicit, in domo ad 

humum humo involvi me, nisi quod in corpore terreno, unius scilicet virginis, ut infra probabitur, corpore 

terrestri, vel carneo vestivi me?’  
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corrected words and phrases pointed to the mystery of the incarnation, and to His suffering 

and death. Therefore, these corrections should now be undone.
1813

    

 

 

Pugio - PF III-III, c. 16 

Not surprisingly, the topic of scribal corrections returns in a chapter on the passion of 

Christ.
1814

 Several examples are presented here.
1815

 I will discuss them briefly. The first 

example regards Ps 22:17. The Septuagint translated the word כרו, foderunt, ‘they pierced [my 

hands and feet]’, whereas the Hebrew masoretic text has כארי, sicut leo, ‘like a lion [my hands 

and feet]’. Raymond remarks again in neutral terms that the scribes corrected many other 

words. He  then quotes BT Shabbat (63a), saying: ‘all the prophets prophesied only for the 

days of the Messiah’.
1816

 In other words, כרו, foderunt is a reference to the suffering of the 

Messiah, and כארי, sicut leo, is a wrong correction. But there is no sign of blaming the scribes 

for it. In the second example, the interpretation of Zech 12:10-12 is at stake:  
 

They shall look on me/him whom they have pierced and shall wail over him as over an only child, 

and shall mourn for him bitterly as for a first-born son […] The land shall wail, each family by 

itself.
1817

 

 

Raymond quotes BT Sukkah (52a), where the cause of the mourning is said to be the slaying 

of  Messiah ben Joseph.
1818

 He concludes that this tradition implies that God was to be 

wounded and pierced in persona Messiah ben Joseph. The scribes, however, changed ‘they 

shall look אלי, upon me’ into אליו, ‘upon him’, which makes it impossible to read that God 

himself would be pierced. Unlike the composers of BT Sukkah, the scribes did not understand 

that it refers to the Messiah and that God reveals, by speaking about Himself, the divinity of 

the Messiah. Again, there is no blame on the scribes. But there is a strong accusation against 

‘some modern Jews’, whose ‘perfidity’ denies ‘such an evident testimony for the divinity of 

the Messiah’.
1819

 They are to be blamed, and quite severely so, since in contrast to the early 

scribes, they know of Christ and His suffering. Instead of examining Christian doctrine on this 

point, they stubbornly stick to scribal corrections which were made in innocent blindness. It 

should be noted that Raymond’s accusation is here only directed at ‘some modern Jews’ and 

not to the rabbis of the Talmudic era, since BT Sukkah reads אלי, ‘upon me’, and does not 

even mention the possibility of אליו, ‘upon him’.   

The third example follows a similar line. Raymond intends to show that Jer 1:18 and Ezek 

8:17 were prophecies about certain details of Jesus’ suffering just before He died on the cross, 

                                                 
1813

 Ibid.: ‘Nos vero ad id, quod paulo ante in secundo modo correctionis scribarum in persona Dei, ut 

praecedentia docent, per micheam prophetam dictum est, correctionem illam scribarum repellentes citius 

recurramus; deinde vero ad hoc quod de zacharia ultimo loco est inductum, abiecta similiter falsa scribarum 

correctione; his enim diligenter pensatis nihil erit in eis, quae superius absurda visa sunt, quod sit inconveniens, 

vel impossibile deo.’  
1814

 Ibid., c. 16 (840-873).  
1815

 Ibid., ns. 16 (850-851), 24 (855-856), 26 (859), 27 (859-860), 32 (864). Cohen counts only three examples in 

this chapter: ns. 16, 27, and 32; Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 148, n. 37. Ragacs counts only two examples, 

ns. 16 and 27; see Ragacs, Mit Zaum und Zügel, 176.  
1816

 See also PF III-III, c.17, n. 7 (876).   
1817

 Ibid., n. 24 (855): ‘Et respicient ad me quem perfoderunt, et plangent super eum quasi planctum super 

unicum, et amarebitur super eo sicut amareri solet super primogenito [...] et planget terra familiae familiae 

seorsim.’  
1818

 BT Sukkah (52a) is not included in Lieberman’s list of Raymond’s rabbinic quotations.  
1819

 PF III-III, c.17, n. 24 (855): ‘Nota quod aliquorum modernorum Judaeorum perfidia tam evidens 

testimonium pro divinitate Messiae non valens depravare dicit, non esse in hoc loco respicient אלי ad me; sed 

 ’.ad eum ,אליו
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which are reported in the gospel of John. After Jesus had said that he thirsted, the soldiers 

offered him a sponge with sour wine, fixed on a javelin (John 19:28-29). Matthew relates that 

before the crucifixion they offered him a draught of wine mixed with gall, but after Jesus 

tasted it he refused to drink it (Mt. 27:34). Raymond has both versions in mind, when he tries 

to prove that the prophecy of Ezek 8:17 was fulfilled in the offering of the sponge with acid 

and gall: ‘And they will put out a smelly thing unto my nose’. He then submits the possible 

objection from the side of the pravitas judaica, the ‘Jewish distortion’, which again regards 

the recourse to a tikkun soferim: Ezekiel did not write ‘my nose’ but ‘their nose’. Raymond 

then repeats his earlier, clement judgement on the reason why the scribes decided to correct 

passages such as these: they thought that phrases like these, written by the prophet in persona 

Dei, were not prudent, or even impossible, and they wanted to protect the simplices against 

them.
1820

   

The topic of the tikkunim continues in Section Twenty-seven of the same chapter. Raymond 

first quotes the passage from Sifre, which gives seven examples of tikkunim.
1821

 After having 

advanced and translated the passage from Sifre, he adds the earlier noted passage from the 

gloss of Rashi on Hab.1:12, which also mentions the tikkun in Mal. 1:13.
1822

 Finally he 

repeats that there is only one explanation for the prophecies about divine suffering and death 

(which the scribes erased), and that is their fulfilment through the Messiah, who is immortal 

according to his divinity and mortal according to his humanity.
1823

  

   The last time scribal corrections turn up in this chapter, is when Raymond connects Ps 22:17 

(see also the first example) and one of the names which rabbinic tradition gave to the 

Messiah: חיורא (or חיורה), ‘dazzling white’.
1824

 A few pages earlier this name was mentioned 

in a quotation from BT Sanhedrin (98b).
1825

 There the question was posed of how the Messiah 

is called in Scripture. Several answers were given: שילה (Siloh; Gen 49:10), ינין (Jinnon; Ps 

 :Chulja; from Jes 53:4) חוליא ,(Menachem; Lam 1:17) מנחם ,(Chanina; Jer 16:13) חנינה ,(72:17

chalajenu) and חיורה (Chivvarah). When this last name is mentioned, Raymond inserts a gloss 

of Rabbi Rahmon, who explains it in a twofold manner. The word חיורה means candidus 

(‘dazzling white’) or carbatenus (‘of fine linen’)
1826

, but the stem חור also means ‘to bore’ and 

a חֹור or a חּור can mean ‘a hole’.
1827

 The name חיורה and its double meaning are repeated when 

Raymond brings forward Ps 22:17. He argues that the name befits ‘our Messiah’ very well, 

                                                 
1820

 Ibid., n. 27 (859): ‘Antiqui enim sapientes illorum, quos soferim, i.e. scribas vocant, attendentes quod 

propheta praemissa verba protulit in persona dei, et quod ponere foetorem ad nasum eius, et inconveniens, et 

impossibile esset; ne talis locutio in scandalum simplicium cederet, scripturam hanc, et alias tales quam plurimas 

mutaverunt, quod tikkun soferim, i.e. adaptionem, vel correctionem scribarum nuncupaverunt.’ The word 

‘nuncupaverunt’ (they openly called’) is important here. It implies that Raymond accepted the Jewish reply to 

Christian imputations that the Jews had corrupted the Holy Scriptures secretly. For example, in his Perushei 

agaddot, Rabbi Solomon ibn Adret from Barcelona refutes such charges by noting that a falsifier would not 

openly show his falsification; Perushei aggadot; ed. Perles, 32-34. Ibn Adret discerns eighteen examples of 

tikkunim; see also Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 57.  
1821

 In PF III-III, c. 4, he did not quote Sifre but Rabbi Rahmon. The examples in Sifre are: Zech 2:8, Job 7:20, 

Ezek 8:17, Hab 1:12, Jer 2:11, Num 11:15, Num 12:12. In comparison to Raymond’s earlier enumeration, drawn 

from rabbi Rahmon, Sifre mentions partly the same examples but some others as well: Zech 2:8 and Num 12:12 

are new; Lam 3:20, Gen 18:22, Job 32:3, Hos 4:7, and Mal1:13 are lacking. 
1822

 The two examples from Rashi’s gloss on  Hab. 1:12, the examples from Sifre and from Rabbi Rahmon make 

a sum of twelve examples.   
1823

 PF III-III, c. 16, n. 28 (860): Posse impleri nisi per messiam, qui est immortalis secundum deitatem, et [est] 

dominus exercituum ut in praecedentibus est iam probatum, et fuerat mortalis atque moriturus pro salute generis 

humani et multa tormenta passurus secundum humanitatem.’  
1824

 Ibid., n. 32 (864). 
1825

 Ibid., n. 30 (862).  
1826

 Rabbi Rahmon refers to Esther 1:6, where the noun חּור is used: white; white garments; linen, derived from 

the stem חור: to be white, to shine.  
1827

 Here rabbi Rahmon refers to Is. 11:8: ‘The infant shall play over the hole of the cobra’.  
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because he was dazzling white in vitae conservatione (which refers to the resurrection), but 

also because he was pierced on the cross. This second meaning of the name was foretold in Ps 

22:17, ‘They have pierced כרו (foderunt) my hands and feet’. Then the argumentation of the 

first example in Section Sixteen is repeated: the word כרו was corrected by the scribes into 

 which deviates from the interpretation of Septuagint translators, who ,(’like a lion‘) כארי

maintained כרו, transtulerunt.
1828

 

These passages largely concur with the way the scribal corrections are treated in III-III, c. 

4. The scribes had their valid reasons to correct; they are not to be severely blamed. The new 

element is the accusation of modern Jews who should know better. Their ongoing acceptance 

of the tikkunim in order to escape the Christian truth, recognizable in the uncorrected text, is a 

sign of perfiditas and pravitas.
1829

 

 

 

Pugio - PF III-III, c. 21 

The accusation of the modern Jews returns in the last place in the Pugio where scribal 

corrections are at stake. The example is part of an exposition about Jewish hatred (odium 

gratis) against Christ, a theme I dealt with in Chapter Ten. Again, Raymond speaks about 

Jewish perfiditas: erasing signs of the mystery of Christ in the prophetic text, in this case of 

the incarnation, is inexcusable after Christ, and a willful distortion of the facts. The argument 

goes as follows: ‘The true letter is not the one Jewish falsehood perverts through punctuation, 

but the one that the prophet wrote, foreseeing the mystery of divine incarnation’.
1830

 The 

tenth-century standard punctuation, traditionally ascribed to the rabbis Ben Asher and Ben 

Naphtali, disguised certain important Christological signs of the original Hebrew truth. The 

example advanced is Hos 9:12, which we met earlier in III-III, c. 4.
1831

 The point at issue is 

the same: the interpretation and orthography of the word בשורי. According to Raymond, the 

original meaning was incarnatio mea, ‘my incarnation’, but Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali 

proposed to read the letter sin in the word as a sameh (בסורי) and thus ‘removed the work of 

the incarnation from God’.
1832

 Since the two rabbis lived many centuries after Christ, 

Raymond considers this intervention in the text (in fact, in the margin of the text) as a 

malicious action, and an example of Jewish falsehood. Then his exposition about Jewish 

hatred against Christ follows. Several Talmudic passages are adduced to prove that odium 

gratis, ‘groundless hate’, was the main cause of the destruction of the Second Temple and the 

expulsion of the Jews by the Romans.  

 

 

                                                 
1828

 PF III-III, c. 16, n. 32 (864): ‘Sed hoc est correctio, vel potius corruptio scribarum: LXX enim interpretes, 

quorum translatione communiter utimur, non כארי sed כרו transtulerunt.’ 
1829

 There is an interesting parallel between a sentence from PF II, c. 11, n. 10 and PF III-III, c. 16, n. 24. The 

second text accuses the Iudaei moderni, thus perhaps showing that as a distinct category they become more 

important when Raymond starts to excuse the corrections of the early scribes. II, c. 11, n. 10 (411): ‘Nota quod 

aliqui Judaei hujusmodi tam evidens sacrae Scripturae testimonium suferre non valentes literam in hoc modo 

falsificant […] ipsi mutant, et dicunt […] ut sic non de Deo, sed de alio posit intelligi.’ PF III-III, c. 16, n. 24 

(855): ‘Nota quod aliquorum modernorum Judaeorum perfidia tam evidens testimonium pro divinitate Messiae 

non valens depravare dicit, non esse in hoc loco respicient אלי ad me; sed אליו ad eum.’  
1830

 PF III-III, c. 21, n.1 (895): ‘Vera igitur litera non est ista quam judaica falsitas pervertit punctando, sed illa 

quam propheta scripsit incarnationis divinae mysterium praevidendo’.  
1831

 Ibid.: ‘Caeterum sciendum, quod nec Moyses punctavit legem, unde Judaei non habent eam cum punctis, i.e. 

cum vocalibus scriptam in rotulis suis ; nec aliquis ex prophetis punctavit librum suum ; sed duo Judaei, quorum 

unus dictus est Nephthali, alter vero Ben Ascher, totum vetus Testamentum punctasse leguntur ; quae quidem 

puncta cum quibusdam virgulis sunt loco vocalium apud eos.’ 
1832

 Ibid.: ‘Cumque venissent ad locum istum, et secundum orthographiam debuissent punctare בשורי incarnatio 

mea, punctaverunt בסורי in recessu meo, ut opus incarnationis removerent a Deo.’  
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Conclusions 

Reading these passages on scribal corrections successively, we see an interesting 

development. First of all, the dating of the tikkunim. It starts in the Pugio, but changes 

between part II and III-III. In part II, Raymond dates the corrections between Josephus and 

Jerome. From III-III onwards, he holds the old Jewish scribes living before Christ mainly 

responsible for the corrections. They misunderstood certain prophesies in the Hebrew Bible 

and wrongly decided to correct them. But they are not to be blamed too severely for it, 

because they were still ignorant of the mystery of Christ. During III-III, he accuses the 

modern rabbis, who maintain that the scribal corrections are still valid. If they had been ready 

to consider the mysteries of Christ’s incarnation and suffering, they would have known that 

they are invalid. The last passage in III-III reinforces this negative thrust by connecting it to 

what Raymond perceives as the fundamental cause of the Jewish refusal: groundless hate. 

Thus, part III-III clearly forms a last radical stage in Raymond’s work on Judaism.   

The topic of the scribal corrections shows how preoccupied Raymond was with the vera 

littera of the Old Testament. It is the original letter of the text which inspires him to detect 

new, surprising, and sometimes far-fetched evidence for the Christian truth. His combing out 

of Hebrew Scripture, fostered by the ongoing reading of Jewish exegetical works, 

strengthened his conviction that the littera was divinely inspired down to its smallest details. 

He points out several times that not the prophet, but the Holy Spirit was the author of Holy 

Scripture. Therefore, he employs a form of exegesis which scrupulously examines the letter of 

the text, and finds all possible signs pointing to Christ. For Raymond, the level of the littera 

contains important christological meanings. His ruling motive and effort is: no matter how 

many questions and problems the text poses to the reader, and how understandable in some 

cases the need is felt to correct it, the text is always right and will open itself when 

approached with faithful Christian eyes.  

Ina Willi-Plein states that Raymond’s arguments are consequently oriented towards 

Christology, and that his christology is to be understood as ‘Messianologie’.
1833

 There is a 

case for the appellation ‘Messianologie’, since it was Raymond’s intention to show that 

prophecies from Hebrew Scripture and certain explanations of the rabbis about the Messiah 

concur with the appearance of Jesus Christ.  It should of course be noted that Raymond’s 

search for the Messiah in the inspired texts is not a neutral quest for possible meanings. The 

christological doctrine is his reference point, and for this he seeks confirmation in Hebrew 

Scripture and rabbinic literature.  

Raymond’s argumentation concerning the tikkunei soferim shows that another conclusion 

of Willi-Plein only partly holds:  
 

Der Einwand, den b. Adret gegen solche Anschuldigungen erhob, mag heutigen Ohren plausibel 

klingen: Man könne nicht von Fälschung reden, wo das “Gefälschte” offen neben den 

ursprünglichen Text gesetzt wurde.
1834

 

 

True, the tikkunim were only made in the margin of the Bible text, and therefore forgery is a 

strange accusation. But in Raymond’s eyes this Jewish counterargument is invalid. At the 

final stage of his argumentation (late redaction of Capistrum and Pugio III-III) his accusation 

regards not so much the tikkunim themselves, but the fact that ‘modern’ Jews still stick to 

them, refusing to consider the purport of the original text, and rejecting the Christian 

interpretation of the problematic phrases beforehand. In fact, he accuses the Jews of his time 

of not being ready to consider that the ‘scribal corrections’ were largely made before Christ, 

                                                 
1833

 Willi-Plein, Glaubensdolch und Messiasbeweis, 39.  
1834

 Ibid., 57. Ibn Adret’s counterargument is brought forward in his Perushei aggadot; see Perles, R. Salomo b. 

Abraham b. Adereth, 30; 32-34.  
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in ignorance of future Messianic revelation. His main accusation is their unwillingness to 

verify the claims of Christian doctrine. And the cause of this unwillingness, he concludes, is 

rooted in the age-long hatred against Christ.  

Thus, the way in which Raymond deals with the tikkunei soferim provides an important 

clue of his hostile attitude to the Judaism of his time. It shows that his arrows were directed at 

post-biblical, rabbinic Judaism in particular, and that the category ‘modern Jews’ became 

more important during the composition of the Pugio. Whereas the old scribes intended to 

protect the people by correcting some passages in the biblical text, the tikkunim, the modern 

rabbis deceive their people by letting them believe that these are still valid. This accusation 

fits well into a fear of Jewish influence on common Christians, a serious fear in the 

ecclesiastical circles of Raymond’s days, as we saw in the previous chapter. The fact that after 

all these centuries of Jewish rejection, the rabbis still refuse to reconsider the tikkunim and to 

listen to the alternative, messianic meaning of the original text presented to them by 

Christians, is for Raymond an important sign that modern Jewish leaders choose to be 

stubbornly and maliciously blind.  

I can therefore agree with Jeremy Cohen that the category of the Iudaei moderni is an 

essential part of this anti-Judaism, and that Raymond’s accusations particularly concern the 

intellectual leaders, the rabbis.
1835

 The increase of Jewish anti-Christian polemics from the 

twelfth century onwards, certainly will have contributed to the development of the view that 

the rabbis were misleading their people.
1836

 Cohen further maintains that in Raymond’s view 

the malice of the Iudaei moderni exceeds that of their talmudic ancestors. Is that true? The 

example of the tikkunim shows that it is, in certain respects. The Iudaei moderni can know 

what the early scribes could not know, or at least could know less easily. Therefore we might 

say that, according to Raymond, the malice of the moderni exceeds that of the old scribes and 

rabbis. On the other hand, the question of which group is more blameworthy is not an issue in 

Raymond’s work. His central category is odium gratis, the groundless hatred of the Jews 

against Christ, which originated already in the Second Temple period. The Jewish fate was 

sealed when it made its alliance with the devil shortly after the destruction of the Second 

Temple.
1837

 From that respect I agree with Chazan that there is no fundamental difference 

between the Jews of Jesus’ time and the Iudaei moderni. For Raymond, all Jews live out of 

groundless hatred against Christ and in the spirit of the devil, which, and this should be noted 

as well, the devil could only lay in their heart with God’s permission.
1838

  

 

 

 

4. Evaluation of the Question: Departure from the Augustinian view on Judaism?   

 

Was Raymond Martin abandoning the traditional Augustinian position, still so clearly 

recognizable, for example, in the papal bull Damnabili perfidia Judaeorum (1267)?
1839

 Does 
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 The clash between the Dominicans and Nahmanides after the Disputation of Barcelona,  about the rabbi’s 

account of the Disputation, forms a good example of this; see Chapter One, Section Four.  
1836

 For references to literature on the increase of Christian and Jewish polemics in the twelfth century, see 

Chapter Ten, p. 277ff.  
1837

 See Chapter Ten, pp. 290-293.  
1838

 PF III-III, c. 21, n. 23 (918): ‘Porro spiritus fornicationum, qui in medio, i.e. in corde eorum est, quis melius 

dici debet quam Bentamalyon diabolus, qui restituit eis circumcisionem, et sabbatum, aliasque ceremonias, quas 

Deus abstulerat per Romanos; iste utique diabolus permittente Deo infatuavit eos, et abstulit eis sensum quoad       

veritatis intellectum, ita ut minoris intelligentiae sint in divinis scripturis quam asini, sicut scribitur in libro 

Schekalim, distinct. Veillou hen: [...]’ For the quotation, see BT Sheqalim 8a; also PT Sheqalim 5.1 (48c-d). 

Lieberman did not include it in his list with Raymond’s quotations from rabbinic literature.   
1839

 See Chapter Ten, p. 315. 
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his emphasis on a bond between the devil and the Jews, and the malicious refusal of 

contemporary Jews to consider the Christian truth, mean that, in his opinion, they forfeit their 

right to live in a Christian society? Is that part of the explanation of the Dominican preaching 

to the Jews in Aragon? According to Jeremy Cohen this is the case, according to Robert 

Chazan it is not. Cohen argues that the mendicant friars of the thirteenth century, including 

and par excellence Raymond Martin,  started to engage ‘in a concerted effort to undermine 

the religious freedom and physical security of the medieval Jewish community’, and were 

departing in their activities and theology from earlier prevalent patristic views on Judaism.
1840

  

 

 

Fundamental point of disagreement 

The fundamental point of disagreement between Cohen and Chazan is not that they read 

Augustine’s view on Judaism in very different ways. In my opinion, they particularly disagree 

on designating different goals behind the innovative missionizing of the friars towards the 

Jews in Aragon from the 1240s onwards. Cohen holds that these initiatives aimed at the 

conversion of the Jews, since in the opinion of the friars the Jews had abandoned their specific 

historical role that was traditionally the reason for tolerating them. Judaism had forsaken the 

Holy Scriptures by following another Law (the Talmud), and thus, Jews could less easily be 

called capsarii (‘carriers’) of the Old Testament scriptures.
1841

 Chazan gives a different 

explanation of the innovative missionizing campaign. Not conversion was the principal aim of 

Raymond cum sociis but the pressurizing and restriction of Jews and Judaism, since their 

teachings and behaviour were perceived as harmful to the Christian faith and society. He 

further argues that, notwithstanding the Church’s ambiguity regarding missionizing attempts 

towards Jews in previous centuries, and the minimal efforts undertaken on this point, the 

responsibility to confront Jews with the Christian truth had always been acknowledged. Latin 

Christian society changed from the twelfth century onwards in such a direction that it became 

increasingly occupied with non-Christians (heretics, Muslims or Jews), and started to address 

them intensely in the thirteenth century. The intensified preaching to the Jews was part of a 

broader preaching fervency: ‘no new theory is called for; the old Augustinian view made 

ample provision for such proselytizing efforts.’
1842

  

The discussion between these two scholars in medieval Judaism is difficult. A period in 

European history is under discussion here, in which the attitude of Church and society 

towards Judaism was in a state of flux. One can expect reinterpretation and change of 

traditional views during this period. Cohen rightly pays attention to important changes. 

During the twelfth and thirteenth century, the knowledge about living Judaism much 

increased with several consequences, among which the condemnation of the Talmud in Paris, 

and the decision to censor it in Aragon. But I agree with Chazan that this does not necessarily 

mean that the Augustinian position was left behind. The need for clarification, even a decision 

to burn the Talmud, can fit into the purport of traditional Church policy, in which protection 

and autonomy of the Jews is bound to the restriction that they do not harm Christianity.  

In my opinion, there are two weak points in Cohen’s thesis. First, he places a rather strong 

emphasis on the testificatory function of the Jews as the central element of Augustine’s 

considerations. And second, he insufficiently takes into account that Raymond believed in a 

Jewish conversion at the end of time. Both points belong to the three pillars of Augustine’s 

view on the Jews I treated at the beginning of this chapter. I will once again return to these 

pillars and evaluate the discussion between Cohen and Chazan along its lines.   

                                                 
1840 

Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 13. 
 

1841
 For the Augustinian idea of the Jews ‘carrying’ the holy scriptures for the benefit of Christians, see e.g. 

Dahan, Les intellectuels chrétiens, 577-578.    
1842

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 177. 
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The three pillars under pressure and Raymond’s anti-Judaism 

I immediately agree with Jeremy Cohen, that within the social and ecclesiastical context in 

which Raymond operated, the three pillars were under pressure. The Jewish communities in 

Aragon flourished and the Church became focused on many forms of deviation from the 

Christian doctrine: heresies, Islam, and also Judaism. But in my opinion Raymond did not 

abandon the three Augustinian pillars. My conclusion is that he struggled with each of them 

and that precisely this struggle was the main cause of his anti-Judaism. As to the first pillar, 

degradation of the Jews after their rejection of Christ and a subordinate role of the Jews in 

Christian society, he warned vehemently against the danger of increasing Jewish presence and 

influence. The position of the Jews in thirteenth-century Aragon was less subordinate than the 

Church thought it should be. The concept of Jewish service was at stake. Jews held high 

positions at royal courts, they owned land, financed Christian economical projects (including 

royal projects), and Jewish communities flourished, both economically and culturally. In the 

eyes of many Churchmen there was a gap between the divine decision to degrade the Jews, 

and the economical and social status the Jews had gained in Aragon. Raymond reverted to the 

old myth of the bond between the devil and the Jews and propagated a severe anti-Jewish 

rhetoric: coarse stereotyping, accusations of irrationality, blindness, and beastliness. Much 

was permitted in bringing the dangers of Judaism to the attention. But I did not find passages 

in Raymond’s work which incited to exile or violence. Therefore, I agree with Robert Chazan 

that Raymond’s harsh polemic and anti-Judaism was a call to ‘muzzle’ Judaism, that is, to 

restrict it, so that it might be degraded again and pushed back to the subordination God had 

ordained.
1843

 I do not agree with Jeremy Cohen’s conclusion that Raymond cum suis were 

seeking for the elimination of Judaism by missionizing among the Jews and preaching against 

them.  

That this was not the case appears from the fact that Raymond believed in the conversion of 

the Jews at the end of time, the third pillar of the Augustinian view. This fits in with the fact 

that because of the Christian hope on Jewish conversion at the end of time, missionizing 

among the Jews generally never was a pressing Christian point, unlike preaching to pagans or 

Muslims. ‘Wholesale conversion was to be a sign of the onset of the age of redemption.’
1844

 It 

was up to God and dependent upon the return of Christ. Nothing in Raymond’s work indicates 

that he thought the last days were coming soon, or that he imagined that his preaching against 

the Jews was part of the eschatological conversion of the Jews. Preaching constituted a central 

element in Dominican spirituality, and debates with the Jews were unavoidable, certainly 

when Jewish presence and influence increased. According to the Church, a successful 

Judaism posed a threat to the common Christian faithful. No doubt the more the two worlds 

met, the more Christians became curious about the religious world of Judaism. The Church 
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 Ibid., 179: ‘What, then would be the point of the recurrent vituperation that characterizes the book [the Pugio 

Fidei]? The simplest answer would be that these were the genuine views of Friar Raymond himself, which he 

wished to communicate to his readers. While that is a possibility, it is far from a certainty. Are there any 

conceivable utilitarian purposes to this vituperation?’ Chazan proposes two directions in answering this 

question, which are both connected to the character of polemic. The first regards Raymond’s Christian audience, 

the second his Jewish. First of all, Raymond’s ‘vituperation’ was meant ‘to discourage any Christian reader from 

being attracted to the Jewish materials that Friar Raymond had gathered.’ Second, it pointed to the mission 

context of Raymond’s manuals: missionizing always involves ‘both a positive and a negative thrust – proving 

the truth of one’s own faith and the error of the opposing system.’ The suggestion here is that Raymond meant to 

train his students into possibilities to play this negative thrust, that is, to teach them how to drive home to the 

Jewish audience the absurdity of their position (Daggers of Faith, 178).           
1844

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 11. Chazan maintains that no clearcut answer to the question about missionizing 

among the Jews emerges. But ‘efforts at massive conversion were at least depressed by the notion that wholesale 

conversion was to be a sign of the onset of the age of redemption. At best, there remained an ongoing sense of 

the religious responsibility for bringing individual Jews to a recognition of Christian verities and hence to 

salvation.’  
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feared their faith was not strong enough to resist the arguments and the lure of Judaism.
1845

 In 

addition to increasing Church regulation regarding contacts between Christians and Jews, 

preaching to the Jews, and to Christians against the Jews, seemed a proper answer. It was used 

as a way of pressuring the Jews. The circle around Raymond of Peñafort was determined to 

test the innovative method of preaching and disputation developed by Paul Christian.
1846

 The 

motive to convert the Jews seems to have been only secondary.
1847

 Raymond’s Pugio meant 

‘to slit the throat of their impiety and perfidy, and to destroy their pertinacity against Christ 

and their impudent insanity.’
1848

 The theme of conversion is mentioned at the end of the 

prologue of the Pugio, but (1) only as a prayer and not as an acute necessity; (2) after 

mentioning the need to confirm and defend Christianity; (3) not explicitly applied to the Jews, 

but related to all infidels.
1849

 At the end of the Pugio Raymond states that God allows the 

Jews to live in the world in view of their conversion in the last days.
1850

 The Jews are living 

without God, but in the final days they will return to God, and understand divine 

incarnation.
1851

 This indicates that he did not seriously believe that the Jews would be 

converted en masse in the near future. He stresses that the Jewish refusal of the Christian truth 

is not due to the inadequacy of the arguments of the preachers, but to the foolish and blind 

hearts of the Jews.
1852

 This is hardly the language of a missionary who believes he can convert 

many lost souls. Is it the disappointment of the elderly Raymond, who once developed an 

innovative preaching method, but finally has to admit that his approach was rather 

unsuccessful? Or did Raymond never believe that his method would contribute to the 

conversion of the Jews, since Christians should wait for that until the end of time? We do not 

know. His writings are not clear about it. 

Raymond’s work was first of all written with a defensive, apologetic aim.
1853

 The preachers 

who were introduced to rabbinic Judaism and Hebrew Scripture by the Capistrum and the 

Pugio, were trained to have discussions with Jews, but also to deliver anti-Jewish sermons to 

Christians in order to show them the intellectual and moral superiority of Christianity over 

Judaism.
1854

 A substantial part of the available manuscripts of the Pugio only include 

                                                 
1845

 See Chapter Eleven, Section Four. 
1846

 Chazan, Daggers of Faith, 67ff.  
1847

 Pressurizing Judaism should not be excluded too easily as a motive for preaching against or among the Jews. 

Perhaps we can draw here interesting parallel with a reason for waging war against infidels, given by Thomas 

Aquinas in the Summa theologiae: ‘The faithful, if they are able, should compel them [i.e gentiles et Iudaei] not 

to hinder the faith whether by their blasphemies or evil persuasions or even open persecutions. It is for this 

reason that Christ’s faithful often wage war on infidels, not indeed for the purpose of forcing them to believe, 

because even were they to conquer them and take them captive, they should leave them free to believe or not, 

but for the purpose of stopping them obstructing the faith of Christ.’ ST II-II, q. 10, a. 8 (Eng. trans. Eyre & 

Spottiswoode, London 1963, Part 32, p. 63). Along this line of reasoning, Raymond cum suis may have 

perceived their mission among the Jews as a form of necessary war, a preaching crusade. 
1848

 PF, prol., n. 3 (2). For the complete translation of the prologue to the Pugio, see Chapter Five, Section One.  
1849

 Ibid., n. 19 (6).   
1850

 PF III-III, c. 21, n. 11 (909): ‘Ita Deus passus est Judaeos, et patitur vivere in mundo suo propter eorum 

reliquias convertendas in fine mundi’; also ibid, c. 23, n. 3 (955), n. 4-5 (955-956); see also Chapter Ten, esp. 

pp. 296-297. 
1851

 Ibid., c. 23, n. 1 (954): ‘Circa descriptionem status Judaeorum in praedictis Oseae verbis animadvertat 

praecipue tua prudentia, Lector, quod postquam dixit eos diebus multis absque sacrificio, et rege mansuros, 

protinus subdidit, quod in fine dierum poenitebunt, et quaerent Dominum, et Davidem, i.e. Messiam, ut per 

Talmud, et Targum est evidenter probatum.’  
1852

 Ibid., c. 21, n. 22 (916): ‘Hoc nequaquam accidere propter rationum nostrarum insufficientiam, et 

debilitatem; sed propter suam insipientiam, et cordis coecitatem’. 
1853

 See Chapters Two and Five. 
1854

 See e.g. the conclusions of Lucy Pick in her study on the person and writings of Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, 

archbishop of the Castilian capital Toledo (1209-1247) and primate of Spain. She challenges the conclusions of 

both Cohen and Chazan, and of a few other historians who discussed the writings of Raymond Martin. Her point 

is that while she acknowledges that thirteenth-century mendicant polemic against Judaism had a larger 
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Raymond’s Latin translations of passages from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, and 

lack the Hebrew quotations.
1855

 This may be due to deficient knowledge of Hebrew on the 

side of the scribes, but the fact that omission of the original Hebrew texts was accepted, 

shows at least that preaching to the Jews was perhaps not the first aim. Otherwise the scribe or 

his commissioner would have followed Raymond’s own advice: if you do not adduce the 

original Hebrew, the Jews are always able to escape from a difficult point, saying that ‘it is 

not contained in their versions.’
1856

          

Finally, the second pillar, Judaism as carrier or witness of the Christian truth through the 

prophetic tradition maintained in the Old Testament. This became increasingly problematic 

when from the twelfth century onwards, Christian theologians started to study rabbinic 

literature, and discovered that it directed Jewish religious practice, thought, and exegesis to a 

great extent. The Talmud was burnt in Paris in the 1240s after Christian theologians 

concluded it was a deuterosis, a lex alia, a Jewish heresy undermining the primacy of Hebrew 

Scripture and thus the idea of Jews bearing witness to the Christian truth.
1857

 Raymond was 

exceptionally conscious of the constitutive power of rabbinic literature for Judaism. That is 

one of the reasons why he fulminates against the Talmud (‘a large dungheap’) and severely 

attacks the rabbis. His entire work against the Jews breathes the view that rabbinic literature 

corrupted Judaism, and obstructed the truth of the prophetic tradition in Hebrew Scripture, 

which according to Christian doctrine points to Christ, and of which the Jews should therefore 

bear witness. But at the same time the Barcelonese circle of friars around Raymond of 

Peñafort, with Raymond as one of the leading figures from the mid-1260s, drew (or had to 

draw) different consequences from the condemnation of the Talmud than the French.
1858

 In 

Aragon, the Talmud was not destroyed but exploited. Notwithstanding the condemnation of 

the rabbinic tradition as a whole, it proved to still contain traces of the true prophetic tradition 

handed down to the Jewish people in Hebrew Scripture. The Jews were to be confronted with 

these traces, so that they could recognize Christ as the true Messiah.  

On the basis of this method, the conclusion is justified that on this point as well, Raymond 

operated within the framework of the Augustinian view on Judaism. His work is in fact an 

attempt to actualize the Jewish role of witness to the Christian truth. After all, Raymond 

argued, not only Hebrew Scripture bears witness to Christ, but in spite of itself, rabbinic 

tradition does as well, though in a fragmented and veiled way, and this is of course strongly 

denied  by the majority of the Jews. To show that some rabbis saved these traces of prophetic 

and messianic truth, Raymond constantly commutes between rabbinic literature and Hebrew 

Scripture, while giving the latter primacy, as I showed in part Three.
1859

  

In my opinion, Jeremy Cohen discounts the fact that Raymond employed the Talmud as 

testimony of the Christian truth. In the preface to the Capistrum we read: ‘I have collected 

from the Talmud and other authentic books of them some sayings of their old masters, who 

adduce or explain these authorities and other statements of the Prophets in accordance with 

our explanation, which [they did] by the disposition of God, I believe, not by their own 

intention.’
1860

 In the preface to the Pugio we find a similar statement: ‘Certain [Jewish 

                                                                                                                                                         
missionary zeal than anti-Jewish polemic in the twelfth century, she disagrees with the conclusion that the 

primary object of polemical and missionary works like the Pugio were to convert Jews. The inner-function of 

these works for Christianity is equally, perhaps even more important. See Pick, Conflict and Coexistence, 136-

137.      
1855

 See Chapter Two, Section One. 
1856

 PF, prol., n. 10 (4).   
1857

 Cohen, The Friars and the Jews, 66ff; id., Living Letters, 322ff. 
1858

 It is very likely that for King James of Aragon it was simply out of the question that the Talmud was burnt in 

his territories.   
1859

 That means, the uncorrected, unpunctuated text; see previous section on the tikkunei soferim.    
1860

 CI I, prol., n. 2 (2). 
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traditions], however, which savour of the truth and in every way smell of and represent the 

doctrine of the Prophets and the holy Fathers, wondrously and incredibly bespeak the 

Christian faith too, as will become obvious in this little book.’
1861

 Of course, Raymond holds 

that these sayings and traditions are part of what he calls ‘an enormous dunghill’,
1862

 but that 

does not dismiss the fact that he considered parts of rabbinic tradition to be true witnesses to 

the prophetic and Christian truth. Even more, it must have been the reason for him not to call 

for the burning of the Talmud, but for its correction. 

Augustine’s reasons for a legitimate place of the Jews in a Christian society were broader 

than solely the testificatory role the Jews were supposed to perform. Exile from the Holy 

Land, dispersion, servitude, divine promise of conversion at the end of days, the principal 

point not to ‘slay’ the Jews; these were all pillars of the Augustinian legacy as well. It is very 

much the question whether theologians and churchmen who considered the Talmud as an 

illegal deviation from the legacy of the Old Testament prophets, denied a rightful place to the 

Jews in society. They heavily criticized the Jews, they preached sharply against them, but did 

they call for elimination of Judaism from Christian lands? I think that Paul Christian’s call in 

Paris for not tolerating and protecting the Jews anymore, apart from the question whether he 

really made such a call, was an exception rather than a rule, at least in the thirteenth century. 

Moreover, it was a call made in France, not in Spain.  

 

 

Conclusion 

I agree with Cohen that churchmen like Raymond propagated ‘an ideology of Jewish 

perversion’, as I argued in Chapter Ten. But nowhere did I find that Raymond called for the 

elimination of Judaism. He warned against the hidden powers of Judaism and the bad 

influence of Jews on Christian princes and common people, and of the rabbis on common 

Jews; he censored Jewish books; he preached and debated, and used all possible apologetic 

and polemical means to persuade Jews of the Christian truth, or to use his own words: ‘to slit 

the throat of their impiety and perfidity, and to destroy their pertinacity against Christ and 

their impudent insanity.’
1863

 But in spite of the violence and vehemence of these words, 

elimination of Judaism from Aragon seems not to have been part of his program.  

I think that Chazan is right in assuming that correction and restriction of Jews was a more 

important goal of Raymond’s anti-Jewish writings than the conversion of the Jews. It should 

not be forgotten that the Pugio primarily addressed Christian preachers, who were not only 

supposed to preach to Jews but also, and probably more often, to Christians who in 

Raymond’s view were to be protected against the lures of Judaism, ‘reminding them once 

more of the errors of the Jews, their rejection by God, the dolorous fate decreed for them, and 

their hope for redemption only through acceptance of Christ and Christian truth.’
1864

 At the 

same time, ‘we should be leery of distinguishing the two genres – internally-directed polemics 

and externally-directed missionizing arguments – too categorically.’
1865

 

Finally, Raymond Martin’s activities, method, and his anti-Jewish theology show that the 

concept of Jewish service was a driving force in his thought and action. The subjection of 

Judaism was his main goal. He was a censor of rabbinic literature; in his writings he 

attempted to prove that for the large part the Talmud was a dunghill and the result of the 
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 Ibid., n. 5 (3).  
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 Chazan, ‘Defining and Defaming’, 118. Chazan also raises the possibility that Raymond feared ‘that 

extensive exposure to rabbini sources that seemed to support Christian truth claims might elicit undue sympathy 

on the part of some preachers to whom the Pugio fidei was addressed’; ibid. 
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ruined minds of a people that had rejected the true Messiah and, because of that, was 

intellectually and morally inferior to Christianity; he used Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic 

literature in support of the Christian truth and thus put it to the service of Christendom, 

making it a part of the doctrine of Jewish witness; he was one of the leaders of a preaching 

campaign that was meant to pressurize Jewish communities and to show them the superiority 

of Christianity and the Christian truth; he warned his secular rulers against the lures and the 

dangers of Judaism and called on them to muzzle it. All these facts together, in combination 

with the observation that he did not call for the elimination of Judaism from Christian society, 

show that he embraced and actualized the traditional Augustinian view, instead of abandoning 

it. At the same time it is obvious that he crafted a dangerous form of anti-Judaism, which 

clearly contributed to forms of anti-Judaism that went beyond the Augustinian framework, 

ultimately leading to the exile of the Jews from the Iberian Peninsula at the end of the 

fifteenth century, and the persecutions connected to it.  
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 
 

 

In this study, I have described the life, works, theological method and arguments, and views 

on Jews and Judaism of the thirteenth-century Dominican friar and preacher Raymond Martin. 

In Part One, much of the available secondary literature on Raymond and his writings, which 

was produced from the second half of the nineteenth century in different fields of research, 

was surveyed and evaluated. Parts Two and Three are the core of this dissertation. Here the 

results of my reading of Raymond’s writings are presented. The focus is on the Pugio, his 

magnum opus, but other works are dealt with as well, partly in order to trace the development 

towards the Pugio. Part Four is a capitum selectum on Raymond’s anti-Judaism and the 

question whether he was abandoning the traditional Church view on Jews and their position in 

Christian society, a position which enabled the Jews to live relatively safely under Christian 

dominion, even though it was essentially based on a principle of inferiority and service to 

Christendom.  

 

 

 

Part One - Life, Works and Sources 

 

It is difficult to make a detailed reconstruction of Raymond Martin’s life. The facts are scarce 

and there are many uncertainties and possibilities. The broad lines of his life are as follows: 

Raymond was born in the village of Subirats near Barcelona around 1220. He joined the 

Dominican order between 1235 and 1240, and perhaps studied under Albert the Great in Paris 

during the mid 1240s, where Thomas Aquinas may have been one of his fellow students. 

Probably because of his exceptional talent for learning languages, the Spanish Provincial 

Chapter of the Dominicans sent him in 1250, together with seven fellow friars, to their 

studium arabicum. The location of this Arabic school is not completely certain, it may have 

been Mallorca, Murcia or Tunis, but in my opinion Tunis is the most probable place. 

Raymond studied Arabic and Islam, wrote a few Latin apologetic works against Islam, and 

provided regular spiritual care and preaching in the Christian communities surrounding his 

school. Raymond’s first work, the Explanatio simboli Apostolorum, clearly shows that he 

intended to protect common Christians against the lures of Islam, by explaining the Christian 

faith, giving contra-argumentations against Islam, and refuting Muslim criticism against 

Christianity. On the level of apologetics and content, the Explanatio is complementary with 

another anti-Islamic work of the 1250s, the De seta Machometi. When taken together, these 

works cover the main points of discussion between Christianity and Islam in medieval times. 

Therefore, and also because of similar language and style, Raymond may have been the 

author of the De seta. Raymond’s ‘Arabic’ period shows that he was a vivid example of the 

basic Dominican principle that the key to preaching and missionary success is preparation. A 

friar only became a preacher after an intense program of study and training. Already in his 

‘Arabic’ period, Raymond was immersed in the language and beliefs of his adversaries.  

Around 1263, Raymond returned to Barcelona and started to engage with Judaism. He 

became a censor of rabbinic literature and wrote a refutation of Judaism, the Capistrum 

Iudaeorum (1267), which was also an elaboration of the method and arguments Raymond’s 

fellow friar Paul Christian had used during the Disputation of Barcelona (1263) against Rabbi 

Moses ben Nahman (Nahmanides). At the end of the 1260s, Raymond returned to Tunis for a 

short period. It is very well possible that he discussed faith with prominent Muslim scholars at 

the court of the emir. Perhaps he even acted as an ambassador for the kings of Aragon and 

France, and afterwards advised Louis IX on the situation in Tunis before the crusade against 
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this city was launched. That Thomas Aquinas and Raymond Martin knew each other 

personally is suggested by the fact that Raymond’s second refutation of Judaism, the Pugio 

fidei (ca. 1278), starts with an apologetic part against certain contemporary philosophical 

claims, in which many quotations are adduced from Thomas’s Summa contra gentiles. Thus 

Raymond is one of the first recipients of Thomas’s ideas. He may even have provided 

Thomas with arguments drawn from Muslim philosophers. The Pugio was Raymond’s 

magnum opus. It is an adversus iudaeos, covering a very broad range of theological issues 

related to the Christian-Jewish debate and including the largest medieval compilation of 

quotations from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature. I argue that during the writing 

process, Raymond changed his original plan, due to the fact that at the end of the 1270s a 

studium hebraicum was erected in the Dominican convent of Barcelona, and Raymond was 

appointed there as Hebrew lecturer. Part Two and Three of the Pugio are both directed against 

Judaism. Part Two was written around 1278 and is a further elaboration of the Capistrum. Part 

Three has more the character of a theological summa against Judaism and was, as I would 

suggest, written for and probably with Raymond’s students, who were trained as specialist 

preachers against Judaism. In my opinion, it is not certain whether Raymond finished the 

Pugio himself. He died between 1285 and 1290.     

A few specific conclusions from the first part of my study should be mentioned here. 

Surveying Raymond’s life and work, his many activities can be brought back to the three 

pillars of Dominican life: legere, predicare, disputare (study, preaching, disputation). I have 

shown that the reading of Scripture (legere) constitutes the basis of his preaching and writing, 

even when he discusses his faith with Muslims. Ongoing reading of Hebrew Scripture, 

perpetual study of rabbinic writings, and testing his arguments by regular preaching 

dominated his life from the 1260s. We do not know whether Raymond was a successful 

preacher and debater, a Dominican ‘athlete of faith’, but he certainly was an excellent 

example of the Dominican motto that progress is always the result of ongoing study and 

practice.  

As to the question of authenticity of the many quotations Raymond derived from rabbinic 

literature, I follow the conclusion of Saul Lieberman that, apart from the majority of the 

quotations from the GenR by Moses ha-Darshan, by far the majority of the remainder of the 

Pugio’s rabbinic quotations can be found in extant manuscripts and prove to be copied 

correctly. About the material Raymond adduced from Moses ha-Darshan, Lieberman 

concludes that these quotations bear an authentic Jewish stamp and are probably authentic, 

although this is hard to determine since the GenR by Moses ha-Darshan is no longer extant.  

One of the striking points of the Capistrum and the Pugio, apart from its impressing 

compilation of quotations from Jewish sources, is Raymond’s predilection for the popular: his 

use of phrases and expressions in the vernacular, his occasional descriptions of debates with 

common Jews, and the sense that he launches forms of ‘street’-polemic. These elements may 

say something about his personality, but it certainly reveals something about the Dominican 

occupation with common Christians: the choice to be a popular religious movement.  

 

 

 

Part Two – Raymond’s Apologetic Principles and Preaching Method 

 

Part Two is an analysis of Raymond’s theological, apologetic and polemical method. I 

describe the characteristics of Raymond’s method in comparison to that of Thomas Aquinas 

and in contrast to the method of Raymond Lull, I start with Lull’s criticism of the apologetic 

approach of the Dominican friar, who tried to convert the emir of Tunis but failed. Several 

scholars quite convincingly identified this friar as Raymond Martin. Lull was blaming him 
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that his method fell short for a discussion with Islam and to convert Muslims to Christianity. 

After my reading of Raymond’s Explanatio simboli apostolorum, an apologetic work written 

for Christians in order to refute Muslim criticism on the Christian faith, I conclude that Lull 

had a simplified and on certain points false impression of Raymond’s method. I corroborate 

this with facts from the introductory chapters of Thomas Aquinas’s Summa contra gentiles. 

These show that Thomas and Raymond employed a similar epistemic foundation and 

apologetic method. The main difference lies in the fact that Raymond sought a way out of the 

cul-de-sac which Thomas pointed out for a discussion with Muslims. Raymond’s work gives 

evidence that he agreed with Thomas on the view that rationes are deficient in matters of faith 

and that only Scripture provides the decisive arguments to prove the truth of the Christian 

doctrine. But unlike Thomas, he did not limit himself to the statement that a discussion with 

Muslims is only possible on the basis of natural reason. Therefore, in the Explanatio, he 

attacked Muslim objections against the authority of Hebrew and Christian Scripture, and 

argued from the Qur’an that Muhammad accepted the authority of these holy books and 

would have disapproved of dismissing them. He, thus, endeavoured to broaden the common 

field of authoritative sources on the basis of which a discussion with Islam might be held. 

Furthermore, Raymond’s study of Islam (and Judaism) and Arabic (and Hebrew) was an 

attempt to overcome Thomas’s view that lack of knowledge of the faith system of non-

Christians prevents real discussion. Raymond’s apologetic choice to employ argumenta ab 

hoste (arguments of the opponent) is part of this approach. Lull’s criticism on Raymond’s 

method does not take into account these facts. It is, in my opinion, more an attack on positions 

such as Thomas’s than on the elaborated way in which Raymond’s method sought to tackle 

the problems. Finally, my analysis proves that the epistemic and apologetic fundamentals 

Raymond employed in the Explanatio, were continued in the Capistrum and the Pugio. Some 

scholars came to a different conclusion. I show that, although the face of Raymond’s works 

changed radically in the 1260s due to the fact that he chose to take Hebrew Scripture and 

rabbinic literature as the ground on which to discuss faith with Jews, his method did not 

change: Christians should discuss faith by using first of all the sources authoritative for the 

opponent (Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature) and by adducing argumenta ab hoste (the 

true ánd the false) from these sources in order to show the Christian truth and to refute error.       

This approach clearly appears from Raymond’s introductions to the Capistrum and the 

Pugio. He finds Christian truth and argumenta ab hoste in Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic 

literature. In the Pugio. he calls the Talmud a large dunghill from which pearls can be raised.  

The Vulgate, the traditional and authoritative Latin Bible translation, is put aside and changed 

for Hebrew Scripture, in which, according to Raymond, the Christian truth is often found 

surprisingly more clear and profound than in any translation, including the Vulgate. Even 

though Raymond’s choice to use Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature in discussion with 

Judaism was inspired first of all by strategic motives, as the introduction to the Capistrum 

shows, the introduction to the Pugio makes clear that it was a theological choice as well: to 

clarify the Hebrew truth promises to be very fruitful for Christian theology. Because truth is 

the driving force, Raymond does not only show the pearls from the Talmud, but also the 

dunghill, that is, the many errores of the rabbis. Raymond’s explanation for the dichotomy 

between pearls and dunghill is that, although God rejected the Jews after they rejected Christ 

and the prophetic spirit was taken from them, traces from the prophetic tradition reached the 

rabbis all the same. Truth seems to be eradicable, Raymond seems to say. Nevertheless, his 

experience of debating with Jews showed him that when the pearls were put in front of them, 

they proved to be pearls before swine. Jews deny and reject them blindly, Raymond informs 

us in the Capistrum and the Pugio. This is an important clue to his anti-Judaism, which I 

discuss in the last part of my dissertation. Thus, an approach of radically immersing oneself in 

the language and holy scriptures of non-Christians, which was pioneering for that time, 
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resulted in accusations and hatred of the opponent. The reason is obvious: not the love and 

curiosity for the neighbour was the reason for the immersion, but the exclusive claim on truth 

and the demand to show him this truth. 

 

 

 

Part Three - Items of Conflict   
 

The Advent of the Messiah 

In Part Three, I focus on two central, theological themes in the Christian-Jewish debate: the 

advent of the Messiah and the Trinity. Both themes cover two chapters. The cornerstone of 

Christian preaching against the Jews, also for Raymond Martin, was the argumentation that 

the Messiah had already come and that he was Jesus Christ. It was the first and main point of 

discussion during the Disputation of Barcelona (1263), the Second Disputation of Paris (ca. 

1269), and the subject of the first part of Raymond’s Capistrum and the second part of his 

Pugio. In order to prove that the Messiah had come, Raymond adduces a series of prophesies 

from Hebrew Scripture, which according to him show that the predicted time of the advent of 

the Messiah was the period in which Jesus lived, and that the way the prophets describe the 

Messiah concurs with Jesus appearance. He employs passages from rabbinic literature to 

enforce his claims. The way he combines proof from Hebrew Scripture with rabbinic texts 

shows that his approach was at the same time a continuation and a correction of the method 

Paul Christian employed in his discussion with Nahmanides in Barcelona and with Rabbi 

Abraham ben R. Samuel some years later in Paris. By reading the arguments chronologically 

(Disputation of Barcelona, Capistrum, Second Disputation of Paris, Pugio) we gain insight 

into the development of method and argumentation of Raymond and his fellow friars. My 

analysis here leans on research by the medievalists Jeremy Cohen and Robert Chazan, who 

both conclude that the Capistrum and the Pugio develop and refine the approach of Paul 

Christian and respond to arguments used by Nahmanides in his Hebrew report of the 

disputation. I come to the same conclusion, but my research on the topic is more extensive, 

since I compare the argumentation in the Capistrum to that of the Pugio, and, moreover, 

include facts from the Hebrew account of the Second Disputation of Paris. My focus is on two 

topics. First, Raymond’s use of some aggadot from rabbinic literature, which Paul Christian 

used as well, since they would prove that certain rabbis thought the Messiah had already 

come. Raymond appears to deal with these aggadot in a much more critical way than Paul 

Christian did, at least as Nahmanides presented the latter, since Paul did not leave writings of 

his own. Second, the discussion on the famous seventy weeks prophecy in Dan 9:24-27, 

which was at stake in Barcelona, Paris, the Capistrum, and the Pugio. 

My comparison between the Capistrum and the Pugio shows three things. First, the 

development towards the Pugio lies not on the level of method. In both writings, Hebrew 

Scripture and the veritas hebraica are central and rabbinic texts function as supportive 

evidence. Second, the development lies mainly in the perfection of the argumentation: 

rearrangement, reformulation, and extension of proof texts. The last point has to do with the 

friars’ ongoing study of rabbinic literature and their growing knowledge of this body of texts. 

In the Pugio we find rabbinic texts that are absent in the Capistrum and, moreover, the 

rabbinic texts in the Pugio are quoted in Hebrew characters, which is not the case in the 

Capistrum, where Raymond opted for transliteration of the Hebrew. Third, when we survey 

the structure of Raymond’s argumentation on the advent of the Messiah, we see that the 

biblical passage of Dan 9:24-27, the so-called ‘seventy weeks prophesy’, becomes the central 

source in de Pugio, while in the Capistrum and during the Disputation of Barcelona, Gen 

49:10 still took this position.  
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The exegesis of Dan 9:24-27 was a classical point of controversy between Christians and 

Jews. It is therefore not surprising that Paul Christian raised the passage during the 

disputations of Barcelona and Paris, that it appeared in several writings of Nahmanides, or 

that Raymond dealt with it extensively in the Capistrum and the Pugio. In view of the rich 

Christian exegesis of Dan 9:24-27, it is hard to believe that Paul Christian presented his case 

as poorly as he did, as Nahmanides tells us in his Hebrew report  of the disputation. Did the 

rabbi reduce Paul’s argument to a few ridiculous statements? The Hebrew report makes it 

hard to reconstruct Paul’s argument on Dan 9:24-27, but when it is compared to arguments 

from the Christian exegetical tradition, the arguments of Peter Alfonsi, the Hebrew account of 

the Second Disputation of Paris, and Raymond Martin, we get a clue of what Paul Christian 

may have meant, as I show in Chapter Seven.  

Raymond adduced Dan 9:24-27 at several places in the Capistrum and the Pugio in order to 

show by ingenious calculations that Daniel predicted the Messiah to come exactly in the 

period Jesus lived. The two manuscripts of the Capistrum present a different explanation of 

the passage, the Pugio presents a third. By comparing these three explanations, I trace the 

development of Raymond’s thought and method. The form it finally gets in the Pugio is 

impressive: a detailed calculation of the advent of the Messiah by combining biblical, 

rabbinic, and historical facts. Regarding the singularity of the argumentation in the Pugio, 

three observations are made, which concur with my former conclusions. First, the argument in 

the Pugio, which has a quaestiones-structure, is much better organized than the two 

manuscript variants in the Capistrum. Second, in the Pugio new material from rabbinic 

sources turns up, making the argumentation stronger and proving once again that Raymond’s 

enterprise was a work-in-progress and his research into rabbinic literature went on after the 

Capistrum. Third, the argumentation in the Pugio not only shows an advanced knowledge of 

rabbinic sources, but also an advanced frustration with Jewish rejection of Raymond’s 

arguments. The refinement of the argumentation grows, but the preaching bears no fruit. This 

may be a clue towards the polemical and defensive sound against Christian adversaries which 

Raymond adopted in the introduction of the Pugio.  

Raymond’s explanations of Dan 9:24-27 are good examples of his debating strategy. He 

remarks, for example, that a debater ought to subscribe to an opponent’s position as much as 

truth permits him to do, before confronting him with his weak points or errors. Here the 

strategy of the argumenta ab hoste is obvious again. At the same time, it seems that, more 

easily than Paul Christian, Raymond proceeds to call certain rabbinic traditions false and to 

accuse the rabbis who still hold them of wilful deceit. But we should keep in mind here that 

Paul Christian’s method partly disappeared in the shadows of the Hebrew reports of the 

disputations of Barcelona and Paris.   

 

 

The Trinity 

The Christian doctrine on the divinity of Christ led to a yawning gap between Christians and 

Jews on the topic of the Messiah. Neither the Jews nor the Muslims could believe that God 

became man and possessed a divine nature in addition to a human nature. The discussion with 

Judaism became even more complicated by the doctrine of the Trinity, a fundamental answer 

to the Christian ‘problem’ of giving the Messiah a divine nature. How can God be One, Jews 

(and Muslims) argued, if He is Three? Three implies distinction, which immediately corrupts   

the divine Unity.  

Part Three of the Pugio, which is the most theological part of the work, starts with a 

Trinitarian treatise. It is Raymond’s second, since the first article of faith in the Explanatio 

also starts with a Trinitarian treatise. Raymond attempts to show that, although he stresses that 

the Trinity will always exceed human reason, biblical facts, analogies and logical thinking can 
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somehow clarify it. I analyse and compare both Trinitarian treatises, which is valuable for two 

reasons. First, and once again, comparison provides us with facts about Raymond’s method. 

Since the Explanatio was written in a ‘Muslim’ context and the Pugio in a ‘Jewish’, 

methodical similarities and differences become extra interesting. Second, the Explanatio was 

the work of a youngster and the Pugio that of an experienced preacher and scholar. 

Comparing these two treatises will inform us about Raymond’s development as a theologian 

and apologist.   

My comparison between these two Trinitarian treatises shows that the internal structure of 

the argumentation is similar. Several points characteristic for the treatise in the Explanatio 

return in the Pugio: 1) strong emphasis on divine Unity; 2) central place for the concept of 

divine properties; 3) translation of this concept towards a triad of divine properties; 4) 

appropriation of divine properties to divine persons; 5) the important function of the concept 

of divine generation in the explanation of the relation between Father and Son, God and 

divine Word or Wisdom; 6) employment of analogies of the Trinity. At the same time the 

differences are obvious. The treatise in the Explanatio is relatively short and contains 

particularly rationes, philosophical explanations of the Trinity, and much fewer quotations 

from Scripture. The treatise in the Pugio is sizeable, has a strong emphasis on argumentation 

from Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic literature, and philosophical arguments are largely 

lacking. These differences should be traced back to apologetic reasons. The Explanatio was 

written for Christians who saw themselves confronted by mainly Muslim criticism, whereas 

the Pugio was first of all a summa for Christian preachers against the Jews. Muslims and 

Christian do not share Holy Scriptures, Jews and Christians do. Therefore Raymond 

concentrates in his discussion with Muslims almost completely on the domain of reason while 

in the Pugio Hebrew Scripture acts as his main authority. But the exegetical qualities of the 

Pugio are so much greater  than the brief examples of biblical exegesis we encounter in the 

Explanatio, that this cannot be explained solely by a different apologetic approach. In the 

period between the Explanatio and the Pugio Raymond’s biblical knowledge must have 

increased immensely, because of his intensive study of Hebrew Scripture and rabbinic 

literature.    

I further conclude, in opposition to for example Gilbert Dahan, that Raymond actually 

made use of  rationes in this part of the Pugio. The aforementioned depth structure makes this 

clear. The structure is well thought out and reveals an effort to explain the Trinity in 

reasonable steps and with a strong appeal to the reader’s or hearer’s intellect. The Pugio 

certainly is not a matter of confronting Jews simply with biblical and rabbinic proof texts. On 

the contrary, the Trinitarian treatise of the Pugio is, like that in the Explanatio, an example of 

theological reasoning, though the latter less elaborated and skilful. The most important 

conclusion of this part of my study is that reason is the driving force behind the structure of 

the treatise in the Pugio, and that in a rather intriguing way it combines biblical exegesis, 

passages from rabbinic literature and Christian theological reasoning. The use of the rabbinic 

concept of middot, again an example of how Raymond always found common ground and 

made use of argumenta ab hoste (or, to use his own metaphor, pearls in a dunghill), makes the 

treatise even more interesting. In my opinion, the Trinitarian treatise constitutes, from a 

theological viewpoint, the best part of the Pugio. 

 

 

 

Part Four – Face and Function of Raymond’s Anti-Judaism 

 

In the last part, I analyse Raymond’s anti-Judaism in the Capistrum and the Pugio. It should 

not be read as the apotheosis of my dissertation, but as a theme which, after a long, shameful 
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history of anti-Judaism in Europe, should not be lacking in an integral study into the life, 

work and theology of the ‘first Christian Hebraist’. Three questions are at stake. Which were 

the characteristics of Raymond’s anti-Judaism, in which context did it arise, and what was its 

goal and function? In order to answer the last question, it is important to know that both the 

Capistrum and the Pugio were written for Christians: fellow preachers, theologians, 

ecclesiastical and secular leaders, and that its anti-Judaism aimed, first of all, at a Christian 

public, not a Jewish. 

Raymond’s anti-Judaism was part of a history and a context. In the twelfth and first half of 

the thirteenth century, Latin Europe experienced important social, economic, cultural, and 

intellectual changes. These also had a serious impact on relations between Christians and 

Jews. In Christian theology, for example, the existing anti-Jewish imagery deteriorated. The 

number of polemics increased, on the Christian and the Jewish side. Raymond inherited a 

strong Christian anti-Jewish discourse and shaped it to his aims and preaching experience. 

After having discussed his anti-Jewish thoughts (images, stereotypes and metaphors; 

actualisation of the age-old myth that Jews are allied to the devil; causes of the Jewish 

rejection of Christ; guilt and punishment; conversion of the Jews to Christ at the end of time), 

I note that there seems to have been a paradox between his thoughts and activities. On the one 

hand, he subscribed in his writings the Apostle Paul’s view that conversion of the Jews is a 

divine mystery and in God’s hands and that the majority of them will be denying Christ until 

the end of time. On the other hand, preaching against the Jews dominated his active life from 

the 1260s onwards.  

I try to explain this paradox from the context of Christian-Jewish relations in thirteenth-

century Latin Europe, Aragon in particular. The changing social position of Jews caused 

increasing anti-Judaism. This has been shown by many scholars in many ways, and I show it 

from passages in Raymond’s work, for example one from his Capistrum in which he 

expresses his dissatisfaction and concern about the ignorance and naivety of Christians, in 

particular the secular princes, regarding Jews and Judaism. The passage is an example of 

‘reality-based imagery’, a term used by Robert Chazan, meaning that the perception of reality 

always creates imagery and is influenced by existing imagery. In the case of Raymond, 

traditional anti-Jewish motives mingle with his perception of reality, and even seem to have 

dictated it. For example, he believes the Christian tradition that Jews are allies of the devil and 

endeavour to undermine Christian society. Therefore, Jewish contacts with Christians, Jewish 

influence on the princes, Jewish criticism on Christian doctrine, are very dangerous. In 

addition, Raymond inherited the theological doctrine of Jewish service, formulated by the 

Church in the preceding centuries. For Raymond, and many other Churchmen, the theological 

truth behind this doctrine was at stake, when Jewish communities in Spain flourished and 

experienced increasing economic and political power, and were even becoming an 

indispensable part of royal politics. However, I conclude that Raymond’s anti-Judaism was 

more extreme than that of many of his contemporaries, for example the popes of his century, 

both in its language and its underlying motives,.  

Was Raymond’s view on Judaism a departure from the traditional Augustinian view, which 

secured the Jews a relatively safe and autonomous place in Christian society? I compare the 

conclusions of Jeremy Cohen and Robert Chazan, who disagree on this question. According 

to Cohen, thirteenth-century theologians and preachers, including and in particular Raymond 

Martin cum suis, were abandoning the traditional view, since they started to formulate a 

theology that meant to eliminate Judaism. Chazan claims that there is no real evidence for 

such a break with Christian tradition. He admits that the reaction of the Church on Judaism 

was more intensive and aggressive than in the centuries before, but that this regarded two 

points of concern which were part of the traditional Christian view on Jews: 1) possible 

Jewish subversion of Christian society; 2) Jewish blasphemy against Christ and negative 
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criticism on the Christian doctrine. According to Chazan, intellectual attacks on Judaism, such 

as those of Raymond, were part of this concern and can be explained from it.  

Evaluating this discussion between Cohen and Chazan I return to the three pillars of the 

Augustinian view on Judaism: 1) a subordinate, servile role of Judaism in Christian society; 2) 

a testificatory function of Judaism to the truth of Christianity; 3) conversion of the Jews to 

Christ at the end of time. I conclude that Raymond wanted to adhere to the three pillars and 

that in view of these pillars he struggled with rabbinic Judaism and the position of 

contemporary Jews in Christian society, and that precisely in this struggle the main reasons of 

his anti-Judaism can be traced. Thus, my conclusions chiefly subscribe to Chazan’s view. 

Two facts are decisive in this. First, nowhere in his writings does Raymond call for exile or 

elimination of Judaism, only for restriction. Second, Raymond believes in the conversion of 

the Jews at the end of time, not in a large-scale conversion of Jews in his own days.  

Part of my argumentation is a case study into the so-called tikkunei soferim, corrections of 

the scribes and the early rabbis in the text of Hebrew Scripture. I discuss all the passages in 

the Capistrum and the Pugio where Raymond deals with these tikkunim. My conclusion is that 

his knowledge and thoughts about the tikkunim developed and that he finally absolved the 

scribes responsible for the tikkunim, because they lived before the Messiah appeared and 

therefore were not able to see that certain anthropomorphisms for God, apparently blasphemy, 

were in fact prophesies regarding the Messiah. The fact that ‘modern Jews’ maintain to adhere 

to the tikkunim, and in spite of the Jewish history of exile and servitude after the advent of 

Christ and the spread of Christianity, refuse to consider the Messianic meaning of the original 

Hebrew formulations instead of which the tikkunim were placed, proves to him that they 

wilfully choose to persist in blindness and are still allies of the devil.  

My analysis of Raymond’s explanation of the tikkunim shows that the iudaei moderni, the  

Jews of his days, were an important category in his thinking, a conclusion drawn by Jeremy 

Cohen. However, even in the case of these ‘modern Jews’,  against whom Raymond 

formulated his most violent anti-Judaism, there is no denial of the Jewish right to live in 

Christian society. Jewish denial of Christ was already present in Biblical prophesies and 

therefore part of the course of salvation history. He neither calls for the burning of the 

Talmud, as his fellow friars did in the 1240s in Paris. He corrects the errores of the rabbis, 

digs up ‘pearls’ from rabbinic literature, and attaches them to prophesies in Hebrew Scripture. 

Whether Jews would convert to Christ by this seems not to have been his central concern. 

Showing the Christian truth and the restriction and pressurizing of Judaism were his main 

intentions. The rest was in God’s hands, certainly the conversion of the Jews. 

In several ways, the Jews of Raymond’s days were less subordinate and less servile to 

Christendom than the Church would have liked them to be. In the eyes of the Dominicans, 

this needed to be corrected, with all possible political and intellectual means. Raymond’s 

contribution was studying, writing, preaching, training of specialist preachers, and diplomacy. 

The intention was offensive and defensive at the same time: to attack Judaism and to protect 

Christians against it; proactive and reactive, according to the double task of the preacher and 

the wise man, as defined by Thomas Aquinas and Raymond Martin: to show and explain the 

truth and to refute error.  
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APPENDIX ONE 

 

Contemporary Testimonies on Raymond Martin 

 

 

 
1. Acts of the Spanish Provincial Chapter

1866
 

 

Queriendo satisfazer el mandato del Maestro, y atendiendo a la utilida del negocio de 

presente, y principalmente de futuro, en nombre del Padre y del Hijo y del Espiritu Santo 

assignamos para el estudio arabigo, encargados en remission de sus pecados con el authoridad 

del Maestro y nuestra, mandandoselos en virtud de obediencia, a fray Arnaldo de Guardia, 

fray Pedro de Cadireta, fray Raymundo Martin, fray Pedro Aria, fray Pedro de Puteo, fray 

Pedro de San Felice, fray Domingo Estevan , et fray Pedro de Canelles: y a sobredicho fray 

Arnaldo de Guardia lo assignamos por Prelado de los otros. El número de doze cumpliremos 

lo mas presto que podremos, queriendolo y otorgandolo Dios. 

 

Cupientes satisfacere mandato magistri et attendentes utilitatem negotii praesentis, praecipue 

vero futuri, in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti assignamus ad studium Arabicum, hoc 

iniungentes in remissionem peccatorum auctoritate magistri et nostra, idque imperantes virtute 

obedientiae, F. Arnoldum Guardia, F. Petrum de Cadireta, F. Raimundum Martin, F. Petrum 

Ariam, F. Petrum de Puteo, F. Petrum de Sanctofelice, F. Dominicum Estevan, et F. Petrum 

de Canoles: supradictum vero F. Arnoldum de Guardia aliorum praelatum designamus. 

Numerum duodecim complebimus, cum primum facultatem nobis Deus concesserit.  

 

 

 

2. King James I of Aragon
1867

 

  

[490] When the next day came we had a gentle and friendly west wind, which took us to that 

port. And the following morning we went to the church of Notre-Dame de Vauvert to thank 

her for the mercy and the good that she had done us in rescuing us from the peril in which we 

                                                 
1866

 For a history of the following text, see Robles Carcedo, Tomás de Aquino, 88-89. The text that Quétif and 

Echard included in their biography of Raymond Martin (Scriptores, vol. 1, 396) and that Douais (Acta 

capitulorum provincialium ordinis fratrum praedicatorum, Toulouse 1894, 612) and others copied – is their 

Latin translation of the sixteenth-century Spanish text provided by the Spanish Dominican chronicler Diago in 

his Historia de la provincia de Aragón de la orden de predicatores (fol. 4r-v; see also fol. 137). Diago, on his 

part, made his Spanish translation from a Latin manuscript of the Acts which he found in the Dominican convent 

in Tarragona. This manuscript is lost, but according to Robles Carcedo the translation of Diago corresponds to 

other extant Latin manuscripts of the text, with only one difference: Where Diago has ‘fray Domingo Estevan’ 

the manuscript tradition has ‘fr. Didacum Stephani’. Since I was not able to consult the manuscript tradition, I 

will quote first Diago’s Spanish translation (as submitted by Robles Carcedo, Tomás de Aquino, 89, n. 13) and 

then Quétif and Echard’s Latin translation (as submitted by Mulchahey, First the Bow, 345, n. 367). See also the 

semi-critical Latin edition of the text by R. Hernández, ‘Las primeras actas de los capítulos provinciales de la 

provincia de España’, AD 5 (1984), 5-41.     
1867

 Translation from the Llibre del Fets, c. 490 by D. Smith, H. Buffery, The Book of Deeds of James I of 

Aragon. A Translation of the Medieval Catalan Llibre del Fets, Ashgate 2003, 342. An early translation is J. 

Forster, The Chronicle of James I, King of Aragon, surnamed the Conqueror, London 1883. The in Catalan 

written Llibre del Fets is edited by J. Bruguera, Les quatres grans cròniques. I - Llibre del Fets del Rei en Jaume 

(2 vols.), Barcelona 1991. Other Catalan editions are J. Pujol, Llibre del Fets, Barcelona 1991; A. Ferrando, V. 

Escarti, Llibre del Fets de Jaume I, Barcelona 1995.     
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had been. And while we were at that port [Aigüesmortes], our head cook said to us that 

outside in a boat were Fra Pere Cenra and Fra Ramon Martí, who had arrived from Tunis. 

And they asked what ship it was and they said to them that it was the ship of the king, who 

had returned because of the bad weather. And we thought that they would wait there for us, 

but they went from there to Montpellier. And we, the next morning, went to Vauvert to again 

give thanks to Our Lady Saint Mary for the mercy she had done to us. And the bishop of 

Maguelonne and the son of Raymond Gaucelm came out to us, and they said to us that as 

soon as we arrived, if we wished it, they would return with us to sea and that there we could 

renew the provisions, since our company would become very discouraged if they did not find 

us there. 

 

 

 

3. Peter Marsilius
1868

 

 

Lib. IV, cap. 25, fol. 161v-162r (Barcelona, Bibl. Central, ms. 1018) 

Facto mane flavit Leuconatus amicabilis, et deduxerunt ad Aquas Mortuas. Exivitque ad 

terram ille qui equis praeerat: et invenit duos fratres praedicatores in terram, qui tunc venerunt 

Tunicio, videlicet fratrem Franciscum Cineris et fratrem Raimundum Martini. Et 

interrogaverunt eum de navi quae portum intraverat. Respondit ille, quod navis erat, in qua 

erat Rex: qui propter ventum contrarium reverti cogebatur. Quumque personae authenticae ac 

in oculis Regis et multorum Regum fidelium et infidelium plurimum venerabiles noti fuissent 

Regi optabat Rex, quod ibidem exspectarent de navi egredientem: et ipsi ad 

Montempessulanum ascederunt. Erat frater iste dignus memoriae Frater Raimundus Martini 

persona multum dotata, clericus multum sufficiens in Latino, philosophus in Arabico, magnus 

rabinus et magister in Hebraico, et in lingua Chaldaica multum doctus. Qui de Sobiratis 

oriundus, nedum Regi, verum sancto Ludovico regi francorum et illi bono regi Tunicii 

charissimus et familiarissimus habebatur. Qui talentum suae scientiae non abscondens, duo 

opera fecit ad convincendam perfidiam Iudeorum, in quibus excellenter relucet sua sapientia. 

Fecit et diversa opera contra sectam Sarracenorum, eloquentia plena, ac veritate fundata,:ut 

merito corpore mortuus Deo vivus eius memoria non deficiat, sed inter viros illustres sui 

Ordinis perpetuo habeatur. Hic ab ingressu sui ordinis quinquagesimum annum agens, tam 

reverenda canitie dives, eius sensibus etiam propter tantum senium minime immutatis, 

Barcinonae quievit. Alius autem, scilicet Frater Franciscus Cineris, germanus illius Fratris 

Petri Cineris qui in vita habuit spiritum miraculorum iacetque in ecclesia Fratrum Barcinonae, 

vir fuit magnae sanctitatis ac inter principes clarae opinionis. Ob eius amorem et specialem 

affectionem ac praesentialem instantiam, dedit rex Franciae unam spinam de corona 

Dominica conventui Praedicatorum Barcinonae. In crastino autem applicationis Regis ad 

Aquas Mortuas, ivit Rex ad Vallemviridem, visitansque altare beatissimae Virginis retulit 

gratias pro liberatione sua a ianuis mortis [...]  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1868

 The first passage can be found in book 4, chapter 25 of Peter Marsilius’ chronicle on the life of king James I 

of Aragon (1314), in: M. de los Desamparados Martínez San Pedro (ed.), La crónica latina de Jaime I. Edición 

crítica, estudio preliminar y índices, Almeria 1984, 379-380; see also Marc, Introductio, n. 67, p. 57; n. 85, p. 

85. The shorter, second passage refers to James’ appearance at the council of Lyon (1274), to which he is 

accompanied by Raymond Martin and Bernard of Constantio; ed. Martínez San Pedro, 398.  
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Lib. IV, cap. 44, fol. 176 (Barcelona, Bibl. Central, ms. 1018) 

Considerans Rex oportunitatem loci et temporis ad accipiendam sibi corona de manu Summi 

Pontifici, in presentia Sacri concilii vocavit Raimundum Martini et Bernardo de Constantio 

naturales suos, et Domini Pape plurimum familiares.  

 

 

 

4. Arnold of Villanova
1869

 

 

Pluries affectavi, karissime pater, ut semen illud hebraicae linguae, quod zelus religionis 

fratris R[aimundi] Martini seminavit in ortulo cordis mei, prodesset non mihi solum, sed 

ceteris etiam fidelibus ad salutem aeternam. Cogitans vero saepius qualiter notitia linguae 

huius potest fideli caetui fructum aedificationis catholicae parere illuminando et roborando 

mentes credentium erga fidem eorum quae praedicat evangelica lectio, comperi quam 

sufficienter id doceat et ostendat illud gloriosum opus, quod credo firmiter editum divino 

spiramine per ministerium et laborem praedicti viri, quia continet multa et clara testimonia 

pro articulis nostrae fidei, quae latuerunt hactenus in hebraica veritate. Sed tamen hoc habet 

interdum pia messorum fidelitas atque diligentia famulorum, ut remanentes in agro spicas 

colligere studeant et apponere manipulis coacervatis in area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1869

 The passage appears right at the start of the Allocutio: J. Perarnau (ed.), Allocutio super significatione 

nominis Tetragrammaton, Barcelona 2004, 239; see also J. Carreras y Artau (ed.), ‘La “Allocutio super 

Tetragrammaton” de Arnaldo de Vilanova’, Sefarad 9 (1949), 73-105, esp. 80. The Allocutio was dedicated to 

Peter Puget (= Peter of Puteo), then prior of the convent of Saint Catherine’s in Barcelona. Peter Puget/Puteo 

was also one of the eight friars that were assigned to the studium arabicum by the Spanish Provincial Chapter of 

1250 (see text no. 1). The identification of Peter of Puteo as Peter Puget is made by Douais in his edition of the 

Acta capitulorum, 612; see Robles Carcedo, ‘Escritores dominicos’, 77. On the writings of Arnold of Villanova 

and the origin of the Allocutio, see Carreras y Artau’s introduction to the text (75-80) and his articles ‘Arnaldo 

de Vilanova, Apologista antijudaico’, Sefarad 7 (1947), 49-61; on the reception of the Pugio fidei by Arnold of 

Villanova, see A. Fidora, ‘Ramon Martí in Context. The Influence of the Pugio Fidei on Ramon Lull, Arnau de 

Vilanova and Francesc Eiximenis’, RTPM 79.2 (2012), 373-397. Fidora gives also an English translation of the 

above-quoted passage; ibid., 381-382.    



 354 



 355 

APPENDIX TWO 

Parallel Texts 

 

Text 1 
 

ScG I, c. 13 

(a) […] Omne quod movetur, ab alio movetur. 

Patet autem sensu aliquid moveri, ut puta 

solem. Ergo, alio movente movetur. Aut ergo 

illud movens movetur, aut non. Si non 

movetur, ergo habemus propositum, quod 

necesse est ponere aliquod movens immobile. 

Et hoc dicimus Deum. Si autem movetur, ergo 

ab alio movente movetur. Aut ergo est 

procedere in infinitum, aut est devenire ad 

aliquod movens immobile. Sed non est 

procedere in infinitum. Ergo necesse est 

ponere aliquod primum movens immobile. 

(b) In hac autem probatione sunt duae 

propositiones probandae, scilicet quod omne 

motum movetur ab alio, et quod in moventibus 

et motis non sit procedere in infinitum. 

 

 

 

 

(c) Quorum primum probat Philosophus tribus 

modis. Primo sic […] ut probatur in sexto 

Physicorum (…) Secundo probat […] Tertio 

probat […] Aliam autem propositionem, 

scilicet quod in moventibus et motis non sit 

procedere in infinitum, probat tribus 

rationibus. Quarum prima talis est […] 

Secunda ratio ad idem probandum talis est […] 

Tertia probatio in idem redit, nisi quod est 

ordine transmutatio, incipiendo scilicet a 

superiori; et est talis […] Et sic patet probatio 

utriusque propositionis, quae supponebatur in 

prima demonstrationis via, qua probat 

Aristoteles esse primum motorem immobilem 

[…]   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PF I, c. 2, n. 4 
(a) Omne quod movetur, ab alio movetur. Patet 

autem sensu aliquid moveri, ut solem. Ergo, 

alio movente movetur. Aut (ergo illud movetur 

aut) non. Si non movetur, habetur propositum, 

videlicet quod necesse est ponere aliquod 

movens immobile. Et hoc dicimus esse Deum. 

Si autem movetur, ergo ab alio movetur. Aut 

ergo sequitur concatenatio, id est, processus in 

infinitum, aut erit deveniendum ad aliquod 

movens immobile.  

 

 

(b) Nota quod in hac ratione, quae quidem ab 

Aristotele sumpta est, sunt duae propositiones 

probandae, videlicet quod omne motum 

movetur ab alio, et quod in moventibus et 

motis non sit concatenatio. (c) Nequaquam 

autem brevitas patitur dicere hoc qualiter ista 

probantur. Quaerantur itaque ubi a Philosopho 

in VII Physicorum sufficienter probantur.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(d) Et nota quod Algazel in libro quem vocat 

Lampadem luminum et Abenrois in IV 

Metaphysicae suae in libro Algemin, id est 

congregationum, dicunt impossibile esse 

motorem coeli stellati, post quod non credidit 

Aristoteles aliud esse Deum, sed causam eius, 

id est, motorem ipsius coeli: post quem dicunt 

non esse aliam causam: esset enim superflua. 

Nihil autem superfluum in natura. 
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Text 2 
 

ScG IV, c. 41 

(a) His igitur remotis per supra dicat, 

necessarium est ponere talem fuisse 

unionem Verbi et hominis ut neque ex 

duabus una natura conflata sit; neque 

Verbi ad humanam naturam talis 

fuerit unio sicut est alicuius 

substantiae, puta hominis, ad 

exteriora, quae accidentaliter se 

habent ad ipsum, ut domus et 

vestimentum; sed Verbum in humana 

natura, sicut in sibi propria facta per 

incarnationem, subsistere ponatur; ut 

et corpus illud vere sit corpus Verbi 

Dei; et similiter anima; et Verbum Dei 

vere sit homo. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) Et quamvis haec unio perfecte ab  

homine non valeat explicari, tamen,  

secundum modum et facultatem  

nostram, conabimur aliquid dicere ‘ad  

aedificationem fidei’ [Eph. 4], ut circa  

hoc mysterium fides Catholica ab  

infidelibus defendatur. In omnibus  

autem rebus creatis nihil invenitur  

huic unioni tam simile sicut unio  

animae ad corpus: et maior esset  

similitudo, ut etiam Augustinus dicit,  

Contra Felicianum [arianum de  

unitate trinitatis, c. 12] si esset unus  

intellectus in omnibus hominibus, ut  

quidam posuerunt, secundum quos  

oportet dicere quod intellectus  

praeexistens hoc modo de novo  

conceptui hominis uniatur ut ex  

utroque fiat una persona, sicut  

ponimus Verbum praeexistens  

humanae naturae in personam unam  

uniri. Unde et propter hanc  

similitudinem utriusque unionis,  

Athanasius dicit, in Symbolo  

[Quicumque] quod ‘sicut anima  

rationalis et caro unus est homo, ita  

Deus et homo unus est Christus’. 

 

 

 

PF III-III, c. 5, n. 9  
(a) Nos itaque Verbi Dei, Sapientiae Dei, 

Virtutis Dei, sive Filii Dei, et homini unionem 

talem fuisse credimus, et dicimus quod neque 

ex duabus naturis, humana scilicet, et divina 

una sit natura conflata; neque ut virtutis Dei ad 

humanam naturam talis fuerit unio sicut 

hominis alicuius ad exteriora, quae 

accidentaliter se  

habent ad ipsum, ut domus, vel  

vestimentum; sed virtutem Dei,  

quamvis infinitam, vel Verbum Dei,  

vel Sapientiam Dei, vel Filium Dei  

credimus juxta exigentiam sacrae  

Scripturae, ac rationis, et dicimus in  

humana natura, sicut in sibi propra  

facta per incarnationem, consistere, ita  

ut corpus illud vere sit corpus Filii,  

Verbi, Sapientiae, sive virtutis Dei; et  

similiter anima; et Verbum Dei, vel  

quocunque modo ipsum vocari, digne  

tamen semper, placuerit, vere sit  

homo absque aliqua sui mutatione, et  

vere Messias filius Adae, Abrahae, et  

Davidis.  

(b) Et quamvis haec unio, sive  

coniunctio, perfecte ab homine non  

valeat explicari, tamen secundum  

modum et facultatem materiae  

conabor inde aliquid dicere: ut etenim  

ait Aristoteles in libro de Moribus [...] 

In omnibus itaque rebus creatis nihil  

invenitur huic unioni tam simile, sicut  

unio animae rationalis et corporis:  

quod et B. Athanasius sensisse videtur  

qui in Symbolo dixit ‘ sicut anima  

rationalis et caro unus est homo, ita  

Deus et homo unus est Christo.   
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(c) Sed cum anima rationalis uniatur  

corpori et sicut materiae et sicut  

instrumento, non potest esse  

similitudo quantum ad primum  

modum unionis: sic enim ex Deo et  

homine fieret una natura, cum materia  

et forma proprie naturam constituant  

speciei. Relinquitur ergo ut attendatur  

similitudo secundum quod anima  

unitur corpori ut instrumento. Ad  

quod etiam dicta antiquorum  

Doctorum concordant, qui humanam  

naturam in Christo, ‘organum  

quoddam divinitatis’ posuerunt, sicut  

et ponitur corpus organum animae. 

 

 

 

(d) Aliter enim est animae organum  

corpus et eius partes, et aliter  

exteriora instrumenta. Haec enim  

dolabra non est proprium  

instrumentum, sicut haec manus: per  

dolabram enim multi possunt operari,  

sed haec manus ad propriam  

operationem huius animae deputatur.  

Propter quod manus est organum  

unitum et proprium: dolabra autem  

instrumentum exterius et commune.  

Sic igitur et in unione Dei et hominis  

considerari potest. Omnes enim  

homines comparantur ad Deum ut  

quaedam instrumenta quibus operatur:  

‘ipse enim est qui operatur in nobis  

velle et perficere pro bona voluntate’,  

secundum Apostolum, Philipp. II. Sed  

alii homines comparantur ad Deum  

quasi instrumenta extrinseca et  

separata: moventur enim a Deo non ad  

operationes proprias sibi tantum, sed  

ad operationes communes omni  

rationali naturae, ut est intelligere  

veritatem, diligere bona, et operari  

iusta. Sed humana natura in Christo  

assumpta est ut instrumentaliter  

operetur ea quae sunt operationes  

propriae solius Dei, sicut est mundare  

peccata, illuminare mentes per  

gratiam, et introducere in  

perfectionem vitae aeternae.  

Comparatur igitur humana natura  

Christi ad Deum sicut instrumentum  

proprium et coniunctum, ut manus ad  

animam.   

 

(c) Verum cum anima rationalis uniatur corpori 

sicut materiae et sicut  

instrumento; unde et Aristoteles dicit  

[...], non potest esse similitudo  

quantum unitur corpori, sicut forma  

materiae: sic enim ex Deo et homine  

fieret una natura, cum materia et  

forma proprie naturam constituant  

speciei. Relinquitur igitur ut  

attendatur similitudo secundum quod  

anima unitur corpori tanquam  

instrumento. Ad quod etiam dicta  

concordant Antiquorum nostrorum,  

qui humanam naturam in Christo,  

‘organum quoddam’ esse dixerunt,  

quaemadmodum corpus dicitur  

organum animae. 

 

(d) Aliter enim est animae organum  

corpus et eius partes, et aliter  

exteriora instrumenta. Dolabrum  

quippe non est proprium  

instrumentum artificis, sicut manus  

ipsius: per dolabrum enim multi  

possunt operari, ut ipse, vel forte  

melius, sed non per manum eius quae  

ad proprias operationes animae ipsius  

deputata est. Quare manus est  

organum, sive instrumentum unitum  

et proprium: dolabrum vero  

instrumentum exterius et commune.  

Sic ergo et in unione Dei et hominis  

considerari potest. Notandum tamen  

quod omnes homines comparantur ad  

Deum ut quaedam instrumenta  

extrinseca et separata quibus operatur,  

et bona et mala poenae, ac iustitiae  

suae. Quantum ad primum ait David  

[2 Reg. 23:2] [...] Glossa R. Salomoh  

[...]. Ecce itaque qualiter Deus  

operatur per homines quasi per  

quaedam instrumenta. Sed alii  

homines comparantur ad Deum ut  

instrumenta extrinseca et separata, ut  

dictum est: moventur enim a Deo non  

ad operationes proprias sibi tantum,  

sed ad operationes communes Deo, et  

rationali naturae, ut est intellegere  

veritatem, diligere bonitatem, operari  

iusta. Sed humana natura in Christo  

assumpta est a Dei Verbo ut  

instrumentaliter operaretur, et  

operetur ea quae sunt operationes  
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e) Nec discrepat a rerum naturalium  

consuetudine quod aliquid sit  

naturaliter proprium instrumentum  

alicuius quod tamen non est forma  

ipsius. Nam lingua, prout est  

instrumentum locutionis, est proprium  

organum intellectus: qui tamen prout  

Philosophus probat [De an. III, 4],  

nullius partis corporis actus est.  

Similiter etiam invenitur aliquod  

instrumentum quod ad naturam  

speciei non pertinet, et tamen ex parte  

materiae competit huic individuo: ut  

sextus digitus vel aliquid huiusmodi.  

Nihil igitur prohibet hoc modo ponere  

unionem humanae naturae ad Verbum  

quod humana natura sit quasi Verbi  

instrumentum non separatum sed  

coniunctum, nec tamen humana  

natura ad naturam Verbi pertinet, nec  

Verbum est eius forma; pertinet tamen  

ad eius personam.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

poenitentibus peccata remittere,  

mentes per gratiam illuminare, impios  

iustificare, salutem hominum operari  

in medio terrae, et in perfectioenm  

vitae aeternae introducere.  

Comparatur itaque humana Christi  

natura ad Dei verbum sicut  

instrumentum proprium et  

coniunctum, ut manus, sive lingua, vel  

huiusmodi, ad animam. 

 

 

(e) Nec hoc discrepat a rerum naturalium 

consuetudine, scilicet quod aliquid sit 

naturaliter proprium instrumentum alicuius 

quod tamen non est forma ipsius. Lingua 

namque, prout est instrumentum locutionis, est 

proprium organum intellectus: qui tamen, ut 

probat Aristoteles, nullius partis corporis est 

actus. Similiter etiam invenietur aliquod 

instrumentum quod ad naturam non pertinet 

speciei, et tamen ex parte materiae competit 

huic individuo: ut sextus digitus, vel aliquid 

tale. Nihil igitur prohibet hoc modo ponere 

unionem humanae naturae ad Verbum Dei 

quod humana natura sit quasi instrumentum 

Verbi non quidem separatum sed coniunctum, 

nec tamen humana natura pertinet ad naturam 

Verbi, nec Verbum est forma eius; pertinet 

tamen ad personam ipsius.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

(f) Huiusmodi tamen exempla non  

propterea sunt posita, ut omnimoda  

similitudo in iis sit quaerenda:  

credendum est enim, et intelligendum,  

Verbum Dei multo altius, atque  

nobilius humanae naturae potuisse  

uniri quam anima cuicumque, vel  

qualicunque instrumento proprio juxta  

id, quod dictum est Esaia [55:9] […].  
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Text 3 
 

CI I, r. 7, n. 19-21 

(a) ut in languorum mirabili curatione, 

mortuorum suscitatione, caelestium corpore et 

elementorum stupenda mutatione, et quod est 

mirabilius, humanarum mentium subita 

inspiratione, quod videlicet idiotae et 

simplices, Spiritu Sancto repleti, fuerunt in 

instanti summam sapientiam et scripturarum 

scientiam, linguarumque omnium facundiam 

consecuti […] 

(b) Haec, inquam, omnia, atque singula per 

Dominum Iesum, et suos, facta fuisse, effectus 

subsecutus evidenter ostendit, videlicet, quod non 

armorum violentia, non voluptatum promissione, vel 

licentia, sed per rudes ante et simplices Christi 

discipulos contra inauditam umquam ante 

persecutorum totius mundi, tam gentilium, quam 

Iudaeorum, tyrannidem innumerabiles turbae non 

solum simplicium, sed et sapientissimorum hominum 

[…] ad fidem Domini Iesu affectuosissime sunt 

conversae […] 

(c) Haec autem tam mirabilis mundi conversio ad 

fidem Christianam indicium certissimum est 

praeteritorum signorum, ut ea ulterius iterari non sit 

necesse, cum in suo effectu appareant evidenter, 

(d) quamvis non cesset Deus, etiam nostris 

temporibus, ad confirmationem fidei operari miracula 

per sanctos viros […] 

 

 

(e) Omnibus etenim esset signis mirabilius, si ad 

credendum tam ardua, et ad operandum tam difficilia, 

et sperandum tam alta tamque occultata, mundus a 

suis vitiis et deliciis tam illectus, et signanter ab 

errore idolatriae tam absortus, absque miraculis 

inductus fuisset: Taliter, inquam, ipse talis, ad talia a 

talibus, et tam simplicibus hominibus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ScG I, c. 6 

(a) videlicet in mirabili curatione languorum, 

mortuorum suscitatione, caelestium corporum 

mirabili immutatione, et, quod est mirabilius, 

humanarum mentium inspiratione, ut idiotae et 

simplices, dono Spiritus Sancti repleti, summam 

sapientiam et  facundiam in instanti consequerentur. 

 

 

 

(b) Quibus inspectis, praedictae probationis efficacia, 

non armorum violentia, non voluptatum promissione, 

et, quod est mirabilissimum, inter persecutorum 

tyrannidem, innumerabilis turba non solum 

simplicium, sed sapientissimorum hominum ad fidem 

Christianam convolavit […] 

 

 

 

 

 

(c) Haec autem tam mirabilis mundi conversio ad 

fidem Christianam indicium certissimum est 

praeteritorum signorum, ut ea ulterius iterari necesse 

non sit, cum in suo effectu appareant evidenter. 

(e) Esset enim omnibus signis mirabilius, si ad 

credendum tam ardua, et ad operandum tam difficilia, 

et ad sperandum tam alta, mundus absque mirabilibus 

signis inductus fuisset a simplicibus et ignobilibus 

hominibus. 

(d) Quamvis non cesset Deus, etiam nostris 

temporibus, ad confirmationem fidei per sanctos suos 

miracula operari. 
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Text 4 
 

CI I, r. 7, n. 22 
(a) Illi vero qui sectas errorum induxerunt, vel 

inducere v/nisi sunt, via contraria processerunt, ut 

patet in Machometo, qui sensibilium voluptatum 

promissis, ad quarum usum carnalis concupiscentia 

vehementer instigat, primo Arabes, qui omnibus 

hominibus, ut dicit Algazel, sunt bestiis propiores, 

deinde quam plurimos alios fraudulenter illexit.  

(b) Praecepta quoque tradidit promissis conformia, 

verbo et exemplo, voluptati carnis habenas exponens, 

quibus carnales homines non solum prompti sunt 

oboedire, sed etiam vix a talibus umquam possunt 

minis, vel terroribus, vel suppliciis, aut hominum 

verecundia, quae multis est morte durior, cohiberi. 

Per bestialium igitur hominum illectam talibus 

multitudinem, ceteros in suam legem per armorum 

violentiam coegit, et per voluptatum licentiam 

vehementer attraxit.  

(d) Miracula quippe, testante Alcorano, nulla 

umquam ostendere potuit, quamvis eloquentiam 

Alcorani miraculum reputari voluerit;  

 

 

(e) sed dixit, se in armorum potentia missum, quod 

miraculum etiam latronibus et tyrannis non deest. 

Nam, et si vicit aliquando, fuit et ipse in bello, quod 

vocant Gazuet hohot, vulneratus in ore amisitque 

unum dentem de prioribus, corruit quoque in foveam, 

fuit etiam valde turpiter victus, quamquam ante suis 

ex parte Dei contrarium promisisset.  

 

(f) Constant igitur nobis, et constare possunt omnibus 

sensum habentibus, Messiae nostri atque suorum 

miracula per effectum. Constant per scripturam non 

solum clericorum, sed etiam laicorum, constant 

nihilominus per crebram famam ita fidelem atque 

sinceram, quod nullum in suis conditionibus 

invenitur habere defectum.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ScG I, c. 6 
(a) Hi vero qui sectas errorum introduxerunt 

processerunt via contraria, ut patet in Mahumeto qui 

carnalium voluptatum promissis, ad quorum 

desiderium carnalis concupiscentia instigat, populos 

illexit.  

 

 

(b) Praecepta etiam tradidit promissis conformia, 

voluptati carnali habenas relaxans, in quibus in 

promptu est a carnalibus hominibus oboediri.  

(c) Documenta etiam veritatis non attulit nisi quae de 

facili a quolibet mediocriter sapiente naturali ingenio 

cognosci possint: quin potius vera quae docuit multis 

fabulis et falsissimis doctrinis immiscuit.  

 

 

 

(d) Signa etiam non adhibuit supernaturaliter facta, 

quibus solis divinae inspirationi conveniens 

testimonium adhibetur, dum operatio visibilis quae 

non potest esse nisi divina, ostendit doctorem 

veritatis invisibiliter inspiratum:  

(e) sed dixit se in armorum potentia missum, quae 

signa etiam latronibus et tyrannis non desunt. Ei 

etiam non aliqui sapientes, in rebus divinis et 

humanis exercitati, a principio crediderunt: sed 

homines bestiales in desertis morantes, omnis 

doctrinae divinae prorsus ignari, per quorum 

multitudinem alios armorum violentia in suam legem 

coegit.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(g) Nulla etiam divina oracula praecedentium 

prophetarum ei testimonium perhibent: quin potius 

quasi omnia Veteris et Novi Testamenti documenta 

fabulosa narratione depravat, ut patet eius legem 

inspicienti. Unde astuto consilio libros Veteris et 

Novi Testamenti suis sequacibus non reliquit 

legendos, ne per eos falsitatis argueretur. Et sic patet 

quod eius dictis fidem adhibentes leviter credunt. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

 

The Prologues of the Capistrum and the Pugio 

Latin texts 
 

 

Capistrum Iudaeorum
1870

 

 

Praefatio 

 

1. Ad gloriam Dei Omnipotentis, qui cum sit unus in essentia, trinus est in personis, et ad 

laudem illius matris, quae cum suum et omnium genuerit Salvatorem, nec rem amisit, 

nec nomen virginis, ad honorem etiam sancti Dominici patris nostri, et beati Petri 

martyris fratris nostri, incipit collectio quarumdam auctoritatum Veteris Testamenti, 

quibus probabitur, primo ac principaliter, adventus Christi, et, incidenter, aliqui alii 

articuli Christianae fidei, ad Iudaeorum caecitatem illuminandam et cordis duritiam 

conterendam, vel ad eorum malitiam refrenandam et perfidiam confundendam. 

2. Duobus autem modis Iudaei circa textum veritatem impugnant, vel subterfugiunt, vel 

suam contra eum ingerunt falsitatem, scilicet, vel dicendo non sic haberi in Hebraeo, 

sumpta occasione ex hoc quod beatus Hieronymus saepius sensum ex sensu, quam 

verbum ex verbo transtulerit, vel si forte textum concesserint, dicendo non sic debere 

intelligi, vel exponi. Auctoritates igitur istas, cum Dei auxilio, verbum ex verbo 

transferam, et concordias quandoque atque verborum expositionem rabinorum suorum 

ponam interius, vel exterius, in margine contra primum. Contra secundum vero, 

collegi in Talmud, et ex aliis libris authenticis apud eos, quaedam dicta magistrorum 

suorum antiquorum inducentium vel exponentium auctoritates huiusmodi, et alia verba 

prophetarum, Dei dispositione, ut arbitror, non sua intentione ad propositum nostrum. 

Quae quidem, vel interseram, vel in margine ponam, eadem similiter verbum ex verbo 

sicut expressius fieri poterit tranferendo. 

3. Circa cetera vero, quae in Iudaeorum disputatione concurrunt, multos habent dolos, 

quibus Deum ac veritatem scire renuunt, multasque fallendi species sive modos, ad 

quos, non obstante timore Dei, non hominum verecundia, cum a fraude quam circa 

textum faciunt per supradictum modum appulsi fuerint, sic extento collo refugiunt, 

quemadmodum lacerta praeocupata, vel talpa, refugit ad cavernam. Timore vero 

fastidii, non nisi tres modos ex eis in hoc prooemio volui coartare. 

4. Quorum primus est, illa, quae contra eos de Talmud inducuntur, magis propter 

malitiam, quam propter imperitiam denegare. Contra quod, optimum erit si istud 

opusculum non solum in Latini, sed etiam in Hebraeo, et scientia legendi, etsi non 

intelligendi Hebraicum habeatur. Nam, ut dicit beatus Augustinus in libro De Doctrina 

Christiana: ‘Aut ignotum verbum facit errare lectorem, aut ignota locutio. Quae si ex 

alienis linguis veniunt, aut quaerenda sunt ab earum linguarum hominibus, aut eaedem 

linguae, si et otium et ingenium est, addiscendae aut plurium interpretum consulenda 

collatio est.’
1871

 Si autem hoc, licet facillimum, difficile aliter fuerit, vel impossibile, 

Iudaeos, qui disputationi non interfuerint, nec eam audiverint, non utrum haec sint in 

                                                 
1870

 The text is drawn from Robles Sierra (ed.), Raimundi Martini Capistrum Iudaeorum. Texto crítico y 

traducción (2 vols.), Würzburg/Altenberge 1990, 1993, 54-60.    
1871

 Augustin, De Doctrina Christiana, L. II, n. 21 (PL 34): ‘Namque aut ignotum verbum facit haerere lectorem, 

aut ignota locutio. Quae si ex alienis linguis veniunt, aut quaerenda sunt ab earum linguarum hominibus aut 

eaedem linguae, si et otium est et ingenium, ediscendae aut plurium interpretum consulenda collatio est.’ 
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Talmud, sed qualiter ibi sint, vel adhuc latentius si potest et cautius requirat; nisi enim 

propter incautelam interrogantis accidat, vel discordabunt, quod poterit esse 

audientibus manifestum suae falsitatis indicium, vel dicet ex eis aliquis veritatem.  

5. Secundus modus latitandi sibi in sua perfidia est, vix aut numquam ad propositum 

respondere, sed transferre se et hominem ex hoc in illud. Quos qui secutus fuerit raro 

confusionem effugiet, raro etiam eos ad conclusionem, rariusque perducet ad metam. 

Insistendum nobis igitur circa propositum, quamdiu sine detrimento fidei possibile est, 

promittendo nos eis ad omnia quaecumque effuderint, suo loco et tempore, 

responsurus. 

6. Tertius modus est, quo ipsi frequentius utuntur, quaestioni qualitercumque finaliter 

respondere, praemittendo semper tamen sermonem non modicum de Patriarcharum 

sanctitate, de miraculorum suorum multitudine, necnon et qualitate, de legis gloria 

scriptae digito creatoris, de allocutione quoque Dei Patribus suis facta, quandoque per 

se, quandoque in angelis, quandoque in prophetis. In his et huiusmodi, et in 

responsione dolosa, tamdiu se iactant atque dilatant, donec tempus expenderint quasi 

totum. Sicque fit, ut, si eorum gloriam ampullosam fregeris in sermone, invicti, vel 

victores, in responsione maneant, vel e converso, cum tibi non assit tempus ad 

dissipandum utrumque. Si vero tempus habueris, et peroptimis rationibus hunc et hanc 

dissipaveris, adhuc tamen non perdunt in eis latibulum fraus et dolus. Quemadmodum 

enim deberent confundi, ipsi, e contrario, ut te rubescere faciant, et auditoribus 

rationes tuas veras et fortes, nullas ac frivolas reddant, incipiunt admirari quomodo 

tam sapiens sicut tu, tam prudens, tam providus, tam discretus, talia potest fari, talia 

dicere, talia fabulari. Ad hoc autem nihil melius videtur posse fieri, quam quod illi 

faciunt qui deserviunt gregi. Carni enim lupi, vel vulpis, praestant pigmentum, vel 

salsamentum canis. Hoc autem optime tunc fecisse te dixerim, cum ad veritatis 

fideique defensionem curam adhibueris, et eorum fallaciam Christi ovibus semper et 

ubique detexeris, et huiusmodi sermones eorum rettuleris, defectus eius aliquos sic 

supplendo. Quemadmodum Abraham, Isaac, et Iacob, et quorumdam aliorum Patrum 

Iudaeorum sanctitatem negare nolumus, nec valemus, sic et filiorum suorum, id est 

Iudaeorum malitiam, cum Deus eam detegat, celare non possumus, nec debemus. Sunt 

enim ‘a die qua nosse coepit eos’ Moyses ad minus, ‘perversa generatio, et infideles 

filii’, ‘filii negantes, filii nolentes audire legem Dei’, ‘filii quoque scelestes et semen 

falsum’. Et usque nunc, apud Deum, ‘ut filii Aethiopum’, alioquin iniuste ‘portant 

iniquitatem patrum’. Attendant igitur illud, quod rationabiliter valde dicit Gregorius: 

‘Nullum maius vituperium, quam loqui de nobilitate parentum cum quis est malus’.  

7. Rursum sicut constat Deum fecisse pro eis ‘magnalia plurima in Aegypto et multa 

terribilia in mari Rubro’, sic constat eos totum illud attribuisse postmodum 

‘similitudini cuiusdem vituli comedentis foenum’. ‘Manne etiam praetulerunt caepas 

et allia, porros et huiusmodi talia, cucumeres et pepones’. Deinde legem digito Dei 

scriptam transgressi sunt, quam obrem dedit eis Dominus, Ezechiele testante, 

‘praecepta non bona, et iudicia in quibus non vivent, et polluit eos in suis muneribus 

cum sacrificarent omne quod nascitur ex matrice’. ‘De domo quoque sua eiecit eos, 

non addet ut diligat eos’. ‘Magnum est enim ab ortu solis usque ad occasum nomen 

suum in gentibus’, ‘et servos suos vocat alio nomine’, quia non Iudaeos sed potius 

Christianos.  

8. Ceterum, quia scriptum est: ‘In camo et freno maxillas eorum constringe’, qui non 

accedunt ad te, donec Deus tribuat qui frenum componat, habeatur istud opusculum, 

non quasi frenum, sed quasi capistrum, quippe quia res inculta et rude consuta; unde et 

‘Capistrum Iudaeorum’ poterit appellari. Placuit autem ipsum distinguere in septem 

rationes Christianorum quod Messias venit, et in septem Iudaeorum nequitias quod 
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non venit, apponendo quosdam titulos de continentia uniuscuiusque partis in locis 

suis, ut ea quae continet facilius se quaerentibus offerant et occurant. Deus autem qui 

ad hoc dedit affectum, perducat ad effectum et finem perfectum, mihi quoque 

peccatori, et qualicumque servo suo inutili, et omnibus qui circa hoc ad Dei honorem 

et gloriam laboraverint, cedere faciat laborem ad meritum et ad praemium 

sempiternum. Amen.    

 

 

 

Pugio Christianorum
1872

 

 

Prooemium 

 

Incipit Prooemium in Pugionem Christianorum, ad impiorum perfidiam jugulandam; et 

maxime Judaeorum: editum a Fratre Raimundo Martini
1873

 de Ordine Praedicatorum. 

 

1. Cum juxta B. Paulum valde sit decens et pulchrum, si praedicator veritatis ‘potens sit 

exhortari fideles in doctrina sana, et eos qui veritati contradicunt redarguere’ [Tit 1:9], 

et secundum B. Petrum, ‘si semper paratus sit ad satisfactionem omniposcenti eum 

reddere rationem de ipsa quam credit et praedicat spe, et fide’ [1 Pet 3 :15]; 

contrarium vero perturpe. 

2. Deinde cum juxta sententiam Senecae, ‘nulla pestis sit efficacior ad nocendum quam 

familiaris inimicus’,
1874

 nullus autem inimicus Christianae fidei magis sit familiaris, 

magisque nobis inevitabilis, quam Judaeus. 

3. Injunctum est mihi,
1875

 ut de illis Veteris Testamenti, quos Judaei recipiant, libris, vel 

etiam
1876

 de Talmud ac reliquis scriptis suis apud eos authenticis, opus tale 

componam, quod quasi Pugio quidam praedicatoribus Christianae fidei atque 

cultoribus esse possit in promptu, ad scindendum quandoque Judaeis in sermonibus 

panem verbi divini, quandoque vero ad eorum impietatem atque perfidiam 

jugulandam, eorumque contra Christum pertinaciam
1877

 et impudentem insaniam 

perimendam. Confisus ergo de Filii ejus, qui de nihilo mundum fabricavit, auxilio, qui 

non suam voluntatem, sed Patris voluit implere, et qui praelatis, principibus,
1878

 ac 

majoribus praecipit
1879

 obedire. Huiusmodi pugionem, etsi non talem qualis descriptus 

est, talem tamen, qualem scivero atque potuero principaliter contra Judaeos, deinde 

contra Saracenos, et alios quosdam verae fidei adversarios fabricabo. 

                                                 
1872

 With a few changes in the interpunction, the text is drawn from Carpzov (ed.), Raymundi Martini Ordinis 

Praedicatorum Pugio Fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, cum observationibus Josephi de Voisin, et 

introductione Jo. Benedicti Carpzovi, qui simul appendicis loco Hermanni Judaei opusculum de sua conversione 

ex mscto Bibliothecae Paulinae Academiae Lipsiensis recensuit, Leipzig 1687 [repr. Farnborough 1967], 2-6.  

The Carpzov-edition is a copy of the edition of De Voisin, Raymundi Martini Pugio Fidei adversus Mauros et 

Judaeos Hebraice et Latine, Paris 1651. The Voisin-edition is based on three manuscripts ; see Chapter Two, 

Section One. I have underlined the words which have the most important text variants; the variants are given in 

notes. Where the Voisin-text deviates substantially from Ms. Gen, the most important manuscript of the Pugio, I 

have added the variants in notes as well.     
1873

 Ms Gen lacks the surname Martini.  
1874

 This quotation is difficult to retrieve. In book I of De Ira Seneca says about anger: Nulla pestis humano 

generi pluris stetit, ‘No plague hath done mankind so much harm.’ See further Chapter Five, pp…. 
1875

 Ms. Dom adds Fr. Raymundo Ordinis Praedicatorum 
1876

 In ms. Dom preceded by ‘nec non’.  
1877

 Ms. Dom: ‘proterviam’. 
1878

 Lacking in ms Gen. 
1879

 Mss Dom and Maj. 
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4. Sit autem, quaeso, mihi temerarii et audacis incepti excusatio multorum fratrum 

exhortatio et affectantis aliquid facere ad promotionem fidei atque defensionem 

devotio, nec non illicita jussionis praelati recusatio. Sicubi vero erravero, non 

imputetur obsecro malitiae, sed adscribatur potius simplicitati et imperitiae, et ab eo 

cui datum fuerit, corrigatur, et sine alicujus defensionis patrocinio subruatur.      

5. Deinde materia istius Pugionis, quantum ad Judaeos maxime, duplex erit. Prima et 

principalis, auctoritates
1880

 Legis et Prophetarum, totiusque Veteris Testamenti. 

Secundaria vero quaedam traditiones, quas in Talmud et midraschim, id est glossis et 

traditionibus antiquorum Judaeorum reperi, et tanquam margaritas quasi de 

quodam
1881

 maximo fimario sustuli, non modice laetabundus, quas quidem in 

Latinum, Deo juvante, transferam, et suis locis inducam atque interseram, prout mihi 

visum fuerit expedire.  

6. Has autem traditiones, quas vocant torah schebbaal peh, i.e. legem oretenus, Deum 

Moysi simul cum lege in monte Sinai credunt et referunt tradidisse. Deinde Moyses, ut 

ajunt, tradidit eas Josuae discipulo suo; Josua vero successoribus suis, et sic deinceps, 

donec per rabinos antiquos commendatae sunt scripto. Hoc autem videlicet
1882

, quod 

Deus Moysi tradiderit in monte Sinai de omnibus quae in Talmud sunt, credere, 

propter innumeras absurditates quas continet, nihil aliud reputandum est, quam 

praecipitatae mentis insania. 

7. De quibusdam vero, quae veritatem sapiunt et doctrinam
1883

 Prophetarum et 

sanctorum Patrum omnino redolent et praetendunt, et Christianam fidem, ut hoc in 

libello patebit, miro valde modo et incredibili exprimunt. Modernorum vero 

Judaeorum perfidiam destruunt ac confundunt, non arbitror discordandum
1884

 quin et a 

Moyse et Prophetis et reliquis sanctis Patribus usque ad eos, qui ea scripserunt, 

successive potuerint pervenisse. Imo nullatenus talia aliunde quam a Prophetis et 

Patribus sanctis cogitare possumus devenisse, cum ejusmodi traditiones iis, quae 

Judaei de Messia et de aliis quam plurimis a Christi tempore usque nunc sentiunt, sint 

omnino contrariae. 

8. Hic
1885

 ergo ista talia non erunt respuenda, quanquam apud tam perfidos sint ambo
1886

 

rejecta, ut nullus sani capitis respuit, eo quod apud tales inveniantur
1887

 Legem et 

Prophetas. Lapidem enim pretiosum prudens nequaquam despicit, licet inventus fuerit 

in draconis capite, vel bufonis. Mel quoque sputum est apum, et aliquid forsan aliud 

minus dignum, habentium quidem venenosum aculeum. Non tamen reputandus erit 

insipiens, qui illud in suos suorumque usus convertere noverit perutiles, dummodo 

nocumentum aculei sciverit devitare.  

9. Non ergo respuamus traditiones ejusmodi, sed potius amplectamur, tum propter ea 

quae dicta sunt, tum et quod
1888

 nihil tam validum ad confutandam Judaeorum 

impudentiam reperitur, nihil ad eorum convicendam nequitiam tam efficax invenitur. 

Denique quid jucundius Christiano quam si distorquere facillime possit de manu 

hostium gladium, et eorum
1889

 deinde mucrone proprio caput praecidere infidele
1890

, 

aut instar Judith ipsius arrepto pugione truncare? 

                                                 
1880
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1881
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1889

 Mss. Maj and Dom add ‘exemplo’ before ‘eorum’.  



 365 

10. Caeterum inducendo authoritatem textus ubicumque ab Hebraico fuerit 

desumptum
1891

, non septuaginta sequar, nec interpretum alium. Et quod majoris 

praesumptionis videbitur, non ipsum etiam in hoc reverebor Hieromynum, nec 

tolerabilem linguae Latinae vitabo improprietatem, ut eorum quae apud Hebraeos sunt 

ex verbo in verbum, quotiescumque servari hoc potuit
1892

, transferam veritatem. Per 

hoc enim Judaeis falsiloquis lata valde spatiosaque subterfugiendi praecluditur via, et 

minime poterunt dicere, non sic haberi apud eos, ut a nostris contra ipsos, me 

interprete, veritas inducetur. 

11. Porro mordere fortassis me desinet, qui B. Hieronymum
1893

 audiet, ubi super 1 

Micheae (1 :10) ‘In Gath nolite annunciare’, ad Paulam et Eustochium dicit, 

‘Multum’, inquit, ‘Hebraicum a Lxx interpretatione discordat, et tantis tam mea, quam 

illorum translatio difficultatibus involuta est, ut spiritus Dei auxilio indigeamus.’ Ad 

Oceanum etiam ait his verbis: ‘Veni rursum Hierosolymam et Bethlehem, ubi labore 

pretii Bartemium
1894

 Judaeum nocturnum habui praeceptorem; timebat enim Judaeos 

et exhibebat se mihi alium Nicodemum.’ 

12. ‘In Epistola quoque ad Augustinum scripsit hoc modo: ‘De ipso Hebraico, quod 

intelligebamus, expressimus sensuum potius veritatem, quam verborum interdum 

conservantes.’ Idem iterum ad eumdem in eadem
1895

: ‘Dicis, me in Jona Propheta 

male aliquid interpretatum et seditione populi conclamante, propter unius verbi 

dissonantiam, Episcopum pene Sacerdotium perdidisse, et quid illud sit, quod male 

interpretati sumus, subtrahis, auferens mihi occasionem defensionis meae, ne, 

quicquid dixeris, me respondente solvatur. Nisi forte ubi ante annos plurimos 

cucurbita venit in medium, asserente illis temporibus Cornelio in librum Jonae, me 

hederam pro cucurbitam transtulisse, super qua re in commentario Jonae plenius 

respondimus. Hoc tantum nunc dixisse contenti, quod in eo loco ubi Lxx Interpretes 

cucurbitam, et Aquila cum reliquis hederam transtulit, in Hebraeo volumine קקיון 

scriptum habetur, quod vulgo
1896

 Kikiar vocant. Est autem genus virgulti lata habens 

folia in modum pampini. Cumque plantatum fuerit, cito surgit in arbusculum absque 

aliis calamorum et hastilium adminiculis, quibus et cucurbitae et hedera indigent, suo 

trunco se sustinens. Hic ergo si verbum de verbo disserens Kikaion transferre 

voluissem, nullus intelliget; si vero cucurbitam, id dicerem quod in Hebraeo non 

habetur; hederam ergo posui ut
1897

 certis Interpretibus consentirem.’ Hucusque B. 

Hieronymus ad S. Augustinum. Iterum idem Hieronymus in Originali, vel in 

Commentario Jonae: ‘Pro cucurbita, sive hedera, in Hebraeo legimus Kikaion.’ Et 

infra: ‘Nos ergo eo tempore, quo interpretabamur Prophetas, voluimus idipsum 

Hebraeae linguae nomen exprimere, quia latinus sermo hanc speciem arboris non 

habebat. Sed timuimus Grammaticos ne invenirent licentiam commentandi, et vel 

bestias Indiae, vel montes Boeotiae, vel ejusmodi quaedam portenta confingerent. 

Secutique sumus veteres translatores qui et ipsi hederam interpretati sunt.’ 

13. Haec autem ex ore S. Hieronymi propterea induxerim, antequam opusculum exordiar, 

ut in eo quod eum, vel alios in transferendo propter causam quam dixi multoties, non 

sequar, contra illos qui saepius arguunt quicquid ipsi non fecerint, et omnia fere 

                                                                                                                                                         
1890

 Mss. Maj and Dom: ‘infidelis’. 
1891
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 Ms. Maj. 
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1896

 Ms. Maj and Dom: ‘vulgo Syti’.  
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vituperant quae ignorant, quare et hoc proculdubio reprehensuri sunt, sicut etiam hic 

mihi circumquaque promitto. 

14. Rursus vero noverint qui ejusmodi sunt, in plurimis valde sacrae Scripturae locis 

veritatem multo planius atque perfectius haberi pro fide Christiana in litera Hebraica, 

quam in translatione nostra; ubi
1898

 verbi gratia
1899

 de innumeris unum induxisse 

sufficiat. Circa principium ergo Habacuc Prophetae [Hab. 1:5] dicit interpres: ‘Nec 

aspicite in gentibus [...] quod
1900

 opus factum est in diebus vestris, quod nemo credet, 

cum narrabitur.’ Hebraeum vero continet: כי פעל פעל בימיכם לא תאמינו כי יספר.
1901

 Opus 

istud sive ad literam de Nabuchodonosore, sive mystice de Christi incarnatione 

intelligatur, in omni eventu, si velimus vim facere in verbo, non videtur litera nostra 

consona veritati, cum dicit ‘nemo credet’. Primum enim, videlicet cum de 

Nabuchodonosore intelligitur, omnes Judaei credunt. Secundum vero, hoc est, cum de 

Christi incarnatione intelligitur
1902

, gentiles innumeri, et Judaei aliqui, ut Apostoli, 

crediderunt. Sicque nostra praedicta translatio in talem sensum de sensu Hebraico 

translata ejusmodi recipiendo calumniam, nemo credet, id est rarius
1903

, compellet nos 

dicere. Litera vero Hebraea nullum calumniam recipit; imo quod nobis multum debet 

esse jucundum ubi
1904

 de incarnationis Christi opere mirando non modicum, ac 

stupendo, quod in Judaeorum diebus, id est, dum ipsi adhuc tenebant promissionis 

terram, factum est, evidentem
1905

 necessitatem importat. Nulla quippe opera in diebus 

Judaeorum facta discreduntur ab iis, quandocunque narrantur, opere incarnationis, et 

iis quae opus ipsum secuta sunt, et sequuntur, excepto. 

15. Si quis autem adhuc contentiose ducitur contra ista, Paulum mecum sibi noverit 

obvium, qui teste Luca, Christum Judaeis per haec verba praedicans, et affirmans, non 

literam nostram, sed potius Hebraicam immitatus est dicens: ‘Quia opus in diebus 

vestris operor, quod non credetis, si quis narraverit
1906

 vobis.’ ‘Opus operor’
1907

, 

incarnationem Christi, dicit glossa, ‘quod non credetis’ negantes incarnationem, ‘si 

quis ennaraverit vobis’. Haec dicta sufficiant adversus eos, qui reprehensuri erant, si 

non eos ante placassem. Si vero placari noluerint, magna mihi erit consolatio 

imperitorum, vel invidorum judicio taliter errare cum Paulo. 

16. Forma denique istius Pugionis, ut prolixitas evitetur, impolita erit in pluribus, atque 

rudis. Non tamen parum, ut puto, penetrabilis, si quis artem et exercitium habeat 

rationes ex his, quae hic inveniet, componendi, modumque noverit feriendi. 

Distinguetur autem in capitula sub certo numero, ut indigenti, ac quaerenti, 

quaecunque ibi contenta fuerint facilius sese offerant et occurant. 

17. Ut autem quaedam nomina Hebraica Latinis proferri valeant literis absque derisione 

Judaica, unam figuram talem ç ex c et z compositam nostris literis addam, quam talem 

sonum habere decebit cum a et o et u, qualem habet c ante e et i. In fine syllabae, vel 

dictionis sonabit inter duas litteras, videlicet c et z. Litteram vero nostram k pro caph 

Judaeorum, quae aspere sonat saepius apud eos, saepius ego ponam.  
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18. Dei autem filius, qui dedit affectum incipiendi, tribuat quoque mihi qualicumque 

servulo suo facultatem taliter consummandi, ut Deo cedat ad gloriam et honorem 

fidelibus ad confirmationem et fidei defensionem, et infidelibus ad veram et utilem 

conversionem, mihi quoque in Praedicatorum Ordine minimo ad aeternam salutem 

Jesus Christus, qui cum Patre et Spiritu sancto vivit et regnat Deus in saecula 

saeculorum. Amen. 
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APPENDIX FOUR 

 

Interpretations of Dan 9:24-27 

 
 Some 

central 

elements in 

Dan 9:24-

27  

Common 

Jewish  

Traditional 

Christian  

Peter Alfonsi  Paul 

Christian 

(according to 

Nahmanides 

combined 

with facts 

from the 

Hebrew 

account of 

the Second 

Disputation 

of Paris) 

Nahmanides Raymond 

Martin: 

Capistrum 

and Pugio 

V. 

24 

Seventy 

weeks 

490 years 

 

490 years 490 years 490 years 490 years 490 years 

 Six 

infinitives 

(6x – :(ל

(messianic) 

promises 

Rashi: process 

of 

redemption/ex

piation starts 

from the end 

of the seventy 

weeks, ending 

with advent 

Messiah and 

resumption of 

the Temple 

(1352) and 

full messianic 

redemption 

(1397) 

Saadia: 

fulfilment of 

the promises 

before the end 

of the seventy 

weeks   

Redemption 

by Christ 

before or at 

the end of 490 

years 

Redemption 

by Christ 

before the end 

of 490 years 

Redemption 

by Christ 

before 490 

years 

Process of 

expiation 

starts from the 

end of the 

seventy 

weeks, ending 

with advent 

Messiah 

(1358) and 

return of the 

Israel to the 

Land (1403) 

Redemption 

by Christ at 

the end of 490 

years 

 Anointing 

of the Most 

Holy 

(lim’shaḥ 

kodesh 

kadashim) 

The Third 

Temple 

Jesus Christ Jesus Christ Jesus Christ Third Temple Jesus Christ 

 Terminus ad 

quem of the 

seventy 

weeks 

Seder Olam, 

Rashi: 

Destruction of 

the Second 

Temple 

Christ’s birth 

(Clement of 

A.); Christ’s 

passion 

(Africanus); 

Destruction of 

Sec. Temple 

(Tertullian) 

Destruction of 

the Second 

Temple 

Destruction of 

the Second 

Temple (or 

the period of 

seven years 

following the 

destruction) 

Destruction of 

Second 

Temple 

Christ’s 

passion, 42 ½ 

years before 

destruction of 

the Second 

Temple 
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V. 

25 

From the 

moment 

when … 

(terminus a 

quo) 

Seder Olam, 

Rashi: 

Destruction of 

the First 

Temple / 

beginning of 

Babylonian 

Exile 

When the 

prophecy was 

spoken to 

Daniel 

(Tertullian); 

the edict of 

Cyrus, the 

promulgation 

of the 

rebuilding of 

city and 

Temple 

(Clement of 

A.); start of 

the rebuilding 

by Nehemiah 

(Africanus, 

Bede)  

When the 

prophecy was 

spoken to 

Daniel 

Destruction of 

the First 

Temple / 

beginning of 

Babylonian 

Exile 

Destruction of 

the First 

Temple / 

beginning of 

Babylonian 

Exile 

Destruction of 

the First 

Temple / 

beginning of 

Babylonian 

Exile – more 

precise, seven 

years before 

the 

destruction: 

the prophecy 

of Jeremiah 

about the 

return to 

Jerusalem 

after seventy 

years 

V25

/26 

The 

anointed 

prince 

(mashiaḥ 

nagid) and 

the periods 

of weeks: 

seven, sixty-

two, one 

Rashi: Cyrus 

after seven 

weeks  

Jesus Christ 

after sixty-

nine weeks; 

Cyrus, after 

seven weeks 

Cyrus after 

seven weeks 

Jesus Christ 

after sixty-two 

weeks 

Zerubbabel 

after seven 

weeks 

Jesus Christ 

after sixty-

nine weeks 

(his baptism) 

V. 

26 

The last 

week:  

anointed 

will be 

removed / 

slain 

(jikkaret 

mashiaḥ) 

The Second 

Temple 

Christ’s 

passion, death 

Christ’s 

passion, death 

The Second 

Temple 

The Second 

Temple 

Christ’s 

passion, death 

 People of 

invading 

prince 

(nagid 

habba) will 

destroy 

city and 

sanctuary 

(ha-

kodesh) 

Titus and the 

Romans 

 Titus and the 

Romans 

Titus and the 

Romans 

Titus and the 

Romans 
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DUTCH SUMMARY 

 

 

 
Mijn dissertatie gaat over het werk van de dominicaanse monnik Raimundus Martini (ca. 

1220-ca.1285), een Catalaan, een man van meerdere werelden, een polyglot, de eerste 

Europese hebraïst. Toen Raimundus intrad bij de dominicanen bestond deze ‘orde van 

predikers’ (ordo praedicatorum) ruim twintig jaar. Samen met de eveneens pas opgerichte 

orde van franciscanen gaven de dominicanen het christendom in de dertiende eeuw een nieuw 

elan en een radicaler gezicht. Anders dan gevestigde kloosterorden trokken beide bedelorden 

zich niet terug uit de wereld, maar floreerden in de steden en waagden zich onder niet-

christenen in vreemde oorden. Zeker in deze beginperiode waren de dominicanen pioniers, 

zowel in hun gelovige keuze voor radicale armoede en discipline, als in de wijze waarop zij 

studeerden, predikten, theologische verdieping zochten, uitzwermden en wilden bekeren. Het 

leven en werk van Raimundus illustreert hoe hoog de idealen en doelen van zijn orde waren. 

Als wij de kronieken van zijn tijd mogen geloven, had hij grote diplomatieke kwaliteiten, was 

hij geliefd bij de koningen van Frankrijk, Spanje en Tunis, was hij een groot taalgeleerde, 

maar bleef hij prediker pur sang. Hij kreeg zijn theologische vorming waarschijnlijk in 

dominicaanse conventscholen in Parijs en Tunis. Het tolerante klimaat in Tunis in de jaren 

’50 van de dertiende eeuw stelde hem in staat om daar als zielzorger in de bloeiende 

christelijke handelspost te werken. Hij leerde Arabisch en bestudeerde de Koran, de Hadith en 

de Arabische filosofen. Hij discussieerde met moslims, waarschijnlijk zelfs aan het hof van de 

emir, en schreef ten minste twee werken voor christenen die met vragen en kritiek van 

moslims werden geconfronteerd, waarin hij de christelijke geloofsartikelen uitlegt en deze 

tegen kritiek vanuit de Islam verdedigt: een Explanatio (uitleg) van het geloof en een 

Reprobatie (weerlegging) van de Islam, de profeet Mohammed en de Koran. In de jaren zestig 

keerde hij terug naar zijn moederklooster in Barcelona, waar hij zich ging verdiepen in het 

jodendom. Hij deed dit opnieuw vanuit de taal en de religieuze geschriften door de 

Hebreeuwse bijbel en de rabbijnse literatuur te bestuderen. Tegelijkertijd schreef hij twee 

handboeken voor medebroeders die predikten in de joodse wijken (aljamas) of tegen het 

jodendom voor een christelijk publiek: de Capistrum Iudaeorum (‘muilkorf voor de joden’, 

1267) en de Pugio fidei (‘dolk van het geloof’, 1278). Dit laatste werd Raimundus’ magnum 

opus, een verbazingwekkend boek wegens de enorme hoeveelheid citaten die het bevat uit de 

Hebreeuwse bijbel en de rabbijnse literatuur. Zelf voerde Raimundus ook discussies met 

joden, waarvan hij meerdere voorbeelden beschreef. Zijn benadering van het jodendom was 

binnen het christendom vernieuwend, maar vertoonde tegelijkertijd een sterk anti-judaïsme, 

dat volgens sommige historici afwijkt van de traditionele kerkelijke visie op het jodendom.  

Deze traditie bevatte diverse anti-judaïstische elementen, maar stelde tegelijkertijd dat joden 

in een christelijke samenleving moesten worden getolereerd.   

Het leven en werk van Raimundus Martini, met name de Pugio fidei, is vanaf de 

negentiende eeuw regelmatig object van wetenschappelijk onderzoek geweest, eerst vooral 

binnen de Joodse Studies, maar later ook binnen de mediëvistiek en de christelijke theologie. 

Zijn werk vormde een belangrijke bron voor de vraag naar de positie van het jodendom in 

middeleeuws Latijns Europa en het toenemend anti-judaïsme vanaf de twaalfde eeuw. Een 

integrale studie van zijn leven en werk ontbreekt echter en ook de theologische inhoud van 

zijn werk is slechts summier bestudeerd. Mijn dissertatie doet een poging om deze leemte te 

vullen. Mijn studie bestaat uit vier delen die elk een hoofdveld binnen de hedendaagse 

theologie weerspiegelen: geschiedenis, apologetiek, dogmatiek en visie op het jodendom. Het 

eerste deel over de geschiedenis is vooral biografisch en bibliografisch van opzet. Hier schets 

ik het leven en werk van Raimundus. In het tweede deel analyseer ik de methode die 
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Raimundus hanteerde om het christelijk geloof aan moslims en joden uit te leggen en het 

tegen hun kritiekpunten te verdedigen. In het derde deel behandel ik twee thema’s uit de 

christelijke dogmatiek die in het werk van Raimundus prominent aanwezig zijn: de komst van 

de Messias en de Triniteit. Het vierde deel is een beschrijving van zijn visie op het jodendom 

en de anti-joodse beeldvorming die hij daarbij hanteerde, waarbij ik theologische en sociaal-

economische oorzaken voor zijn anti-judaïsme aandraag. Met behulp van deze brede 

theologische aanpak breng ik het bestaande onderzoek betreffende persoon en werk van 

Raimundus Martini samen, integreer het en verdiep bepaalde thema’s.  

De titel van mijn dissertatie, Parels in een Mesthoop, is ontleend aan de proloog van de 

Pugio fidei. Daar beschrijft Raimundus in een notendop zijn visie op het jodendom en de 

bijbels-profetische traditie die de joden na de komst van Christus volgens hem hebben 

verloochend:  
 

De materie van deze ‘Dolk’, met name waar deze betrekking heeft op de joden, is tweevoudig. Ten 

eerste en bovenal, auctoritates (‘citaten’) uit Wet en Profeten, en het gehele Oude Testament. Ten 

tweede, bepaalde traditiones (‘tradities’) die ik heb gevonden in de Talmoed en de Midrasjiem, dat 

zijn commentaren van de oude joden, heb ik als parels uit een enorme mesthoop gehaald […]. 

Sommige [traditiones] smaken naar de waarheid, geuren naar de doctrine van de profeten en de 

heilige vaders en getuigen op een wonderbaarlijke en ongelofelijke manier van het christelijk geloof, 

zoals in dit boekje duidelijk zal worden. Zij vernietigen en ondermijnen het ongeloof van 

hedendaagse joden, en ik denk niet dat hoeft te worden betwijfeld dat zij hun weg konden afleggen 

van Mozes via de profeten en de andere heilige vaders tot degenen die hen op schrift stelden. Zulke 

dingen kunnen alleen afkomstig zijn van de profeten en de heilige vaders, want ze zijn geheel 

tegengesteld aan tradities over de Messias en vele andere zaken die de joden geloven vanaf de tijd 

van Christus tot nu.
1908

 

 

Dit citaat laat de paradox van Raimundus’ onderneming zien: een scherpe veroordeling van 

het rabbijnse jodendom, maar een vasthouden aan het idee dat de waarheid van de bijbelse 

profeten in de joodse traditie nog steeds aanwezig is, ondanks het feit dat God het joodse volk 

de profetische geest ontnam, nadat zij in meerderheid Jezus als Messias ontkenden, en er een 

nieuw volk voor in de plaats stelde, de christenen. De rabbijnse traditie, met name de 

Talmoed, is volgens Raimundus een enorme mesthoop maar bevat desondanks parels van 

waarheid afkomstig uit de profetische traditie van het Oude Testament. In het laatste 

hoofdstuk van mijn dissertatie gebruik ik deze paradox als onderbouwing voor mijn stelling 

dat Raimundus worstelt met de kwestie, maar blijft vasthouden aan de traditionele visie van 

met name Augustinus, dat de joden vanwege het Oude Testament dat zij als hun Heilige 

Schrift met zich meedragen ‘getuigen van de waarheid’ zijn. Daarom verdienen zij een plaats 

binnen de christelijke samenleving, al wordt deze in meerdere opzichten gekenmerkt door 

dienstbaarheid aan het christendom. Tegelijkertijd ademt de Pugio de frustratie dat de parels 

die de auteur en zijn mede-broeders uit de rabbijnse literatuur hebben opgediept en die 

volgens hen het christelijk geloof ondersteunen, parels voor de zwijnen blijken te zijn, zodra 

zij ze aan de joden voorleggen en met hen willen bediscussiëren. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1908

 PF, prol., n. 5 (3).  
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Deel Eén 
In het eerste deel behandel ik drie historische kenmerken van het object van mijn studie: 

Raimundus’ biografie, zijn werken en zijn bronnen. Ik geef daarbij een overzicht van de 

bestaande literatuur.   

 

 

Hoofdstuk Eén 

Het eerste hoofdstuk is een reconstructie van de levensloop van Raimundus Martini. De 

weinige historische feiten die over hem bekend zijn, combineer ik met gegevens uit zijn werk 

en de bredere historische context. Zo verschijnt het beeld van een dominicaanse monnik, 

wiens leven en werk in verschillende opzichten beantwoorde aan de idealen van zijn nog 

jonge orde. De dominicanen leefden vanuit een sterk missieverlangen. Zij wilden de inhoud 

en praxis van het geloof van toenmalige christenen versterken en het weerbaar maken tegen 

invloeden die zij als kwalijk en bedreigend beschouwden. Zij gaven tevens concreet vorm aan 

de hoop om niet-christenen tot het christelijk geloof te bekeren. De dominicanen vormden een 

zeer offensieve orde. De confrontatie met deviante groeperingen werd gezocht: christenen 

waarvan men bepaalde uitgangspunten afwees, groeperingen die men als ketters beschouwde 

en aanhangers van andere godsdiensten, met name joden en moslims. Raimundus was een 

Catalaan die waarschijnlijk reeds als jongeman intrad bij het dominicanenklooster Sta. 

Catalina in Barcelona. Een aanzienlijk deel van de bevolking van het Koninkrijk Aragon, 

waartoe Catalonië behoorde, was toentertijd moslim. Dit was het rechtstreekse gevolg van de 

grote Aragonese veroveringen van zuidelijker gelegen moslimdomeinen in de eerste helft van 

de dertiende eeuw (Balearische Eilanden, Valencia, Murcia). Meerdere steden in Aragon 

huisvestten grote en bloeiende joodse gemeenschappen. De heilige Dominicus (1170-1221), 

stichter van de orde, was een Castiliaan, afkomstig uit een gebied waar de grens tussen 

christelijk en islamitisch Spanje voortdurend verschoof. Hij ontwikkelde een missiemethode, 

waarin kennis van de bijbel en christelijke theologie de basis vormden voor zijn prediking en 

de godsdienstdebatten die hij en zijn volgelingen voerden. De sterke relatie tussen studie en 

prediking/debat zou de pijler blijven onder de vele dominicaanse missie-initiatieven in de 

daarop volgende eeuwen. Het leven en werk van Raimundus Martini paste geheel binnen de 

dominicaanse methode. Een belangrijk uitgangspunt van de dominicaanse missie en 

apologetische en polemische methode was het verkrijgen van inzicht in de taal en de 

religieuze wereld van de tegenstander. Raimundus werd prediker onder moslims en joden. Hij 

leerde daarom Arabisch en Hebreeuws en verdiepte zich in de Islam, de Koran, de 

Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse traditie. In Tunis, dat halverwege de dertiende eeuw 

goede relaties met Aragon onderhield, verbleef hij vanaf 1250 in een dominicaanse 

communiteit waar waarschijnlijk ook een Arabische ‘taalschool’ (studium arabicum) aan 

verbonden was. Taal moet hier worden verstaan in de zin van religieuze taal, dat wil zeggen,  

op zo’n studium stond de studie van het Arabisch ten dienste van de kennis van de Islam, met 

name de Koran en de Hadith. In de jaren zestig van de dertiende eeuw keerde Raimundus 

terug naar Barcelona. Daar ging hij zich toeleggen op de studie van Hebreeuws, het debat met 

de joden en het censureren van rabbijnse literatuur. In die tijd schreef hij zijn twee grote 

werken, Capistrum Iudaeorum (‘Muilkorf voor de Joden’, 1267) en Pugio Christianorum 

(‘Dolk voor de Christenen’ – later bekend onde de naam Pugio fidei, ‘Dolk van het geloof’, 

ca. 1278). Beide werken zijn in de eerste plaats handboeken voor predikers die het debat met 

de joden moesten voeren. Zij kenmerken zich door een voor die tijd uitzonderlijke kennis van 

de Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse literatuur. Eind jaren zestig reisde Raimundus nog 

eenmaal naar Tunis. Deze missie lijkt in de context te staan van de Frans-Siciliaanse 

kruistocht tegen Tunis in 1270. In de loop van de jaren zestig broedde de Franse kroon op 

plannen voor de restauratie van het christendom in Noord-Afrika. Men wilde op die wijze een 
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alternatieve weg effenen naar het Heilige Land, dat rond 1265 stevig in handen van de 

Egyptische moslims (Mameluken) kwam. De kronieken stellen dat Raimundus goede 

contacten had met zowel de Franse koning als de emir van Tunis. In dit hoofdstuk evalueer ik 

onder andere de stelling van enkele historici, dat Raimundus, als gezant van de Franse koning, 

onderzocht of de emir bereid was om zich tot het christendom te bekeren. Wat de aard van 

zijn missie ook geweest mag zijn, natuurlijk bekeerde de emir zich niet. Met de dood van de 

Franse koning Lodewijk IX tijdens de Tunesische kruistocht werd de onderneming voor de 

Fransen een mislukking. Voor Karel van Anjou, broer van Louis en koning van Sicilië, werd 

het echter een zakelijk succes. In het vredesverdrag dat hij met de emir sloot, dwong hij deze 

tot hoge belastingen. Wat Raimundus betreft lijkt het erop dat hij zich nadien vooral op het 

debat met de joden concentreerde. Hij werkte hij meerdere jaren aan de Pugio en doceerde 

vanaf eind jaren zeventig Hebreeuws en Hebreeuwse Schrift aan het dominicaanse studium 

hebraicum in Barcelona.  

 

 

Hoofdstuk Twee 

In het tweede hoofdstuk bespreek ik het werk van Raimundus, inclusief de werken die aan 

hem zijn toegeschreven. Ik doe dit in omgekeerde chronologische volgorde en begin dus met 

de Pugio, gevolgd door de Capistrum, beide behorend tot het genre van de Contra Iudaeus, de 

anti-joodse apologetiek en polemiek. De traditie schrijft ook enkele werken tegen de Islam 

aan Raimundus toe, bijvoorbeeld een Contra Sarracenos (‘Tegen de Moslims’). Het enige 

apologetische werk dat zich met name richt tegen de Islam en met zekerheid aan Raimundus 

kan worden toegeschreven, is de Explanatio simboli Apostolorum. Het is een uitleg van de 

apostolische geloofsbelijdenis voor christenen die worden geconfronteerd met moslimkritiek 

op hun geloof. Waarschijnlijk schreef Raimundus ook de De seta Machometi (‘Over de 

godsdienst van Mohammed’), een kritiek op Mohammed als profeet en de Islam als religie. 

Naast de Explanatio en de De seta bespreek ik kort twee werken die in het verleden aan 

Raimundus werden toegeschreven, maar waarvan nu vrijwel zeker is dat hij ze niet heeft 

geschreven. Allereerst de Vocabulista in Arabico, een woordenboek/lijst Arabisch/Latijn en 

Latijn/Arabisch, waarin een dialoog is opgenomen tussen een moslim en een christelijke 

monnik die Raimundus Martini wordt genoemd. Daarnaast de De erroribus philosophorum, 

een weerlegging van enkele filosofische posities, die door de manier waarop de auteur de 

moslimgeleerde al-Ghazali (1058-1111) behandelt zeer waarschijnlijk niet van de hand van 

Raimundus kan zijn. Het zwaartepunt van dit hoofdstuk ligt op de Pugio en de relatie van dit 

werk tot de Capistrum. Mijn stelling is dat de oorspronkelijke opzet van de Pugio breder was 

dan het eindresultaat doet vermoeden. Ik beargumenteer dat Raimundus in eerste instantie van 

plan was om een nieuwe Summa contra gentiles te schrijven, één die aansloot bij die van 

Thomas van Aquino, maar concreter gericht moest zijn tegen met name joden en moslims. 

Waarschijnlijk begon Raimundus kort na Thomas’ dood (1274) aan dit werk. Het eerste deel 

van de Pugio is gericht tegen bepaalde filosofische posities. Het leunt sterk op Thomas en 

onderbouwt diens argumentaties met aanvullend bewijsmateriaal, met name afkomstig van de 

grote Islamitische filosofen, die Raimundus beter kende dan Thomas. Het tweede deel van de 

Pugio richt zich tegen de joden en is een bewerking van Raimundus’ eigen Capistrum, maar 

aangevuld met nieuwe argumenten en nieuw gevonden passages uit de Hebreeuwse Schrift en 

de rabbijnse literatuur. Eind jaren zeventig wijzigde Raimundus zijn plannen, is mijn stelling. 

Ik vermoed dat het derde deel van de Pugio als een werk tegen de Islam en/of ketterse 

groeperingen was gepland, maar dat toen Raimundus rond 1278 (nog bezig met het tweede 

deel van de Pugio) werd aangewezen als leraar Hebreeuws aan het nieuwe studium hebraicum 

van de dominicanen in Barcelona, hij besloot hij het tweede deel te herschrijven tot een 

handboek voor zijn studenten, het derde deel van de Pugio. Dit verklaart waarom hij zich in 
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dit deel opnieuw tegen de joden richtte en hij de gegevens van de Capistrum en het tweede 

deel van de Pugio in een nieuwe, meer toegankelijke structuur plaatste, die meer het karakter 

heeft van een summa theologiae tegen het jodendom. Zo schreef Raimundus in feite drie 

werken tegen de joden: de Capistrum, het tweede deel van de Pugio en het derde deel van de 

Pugio. Hierdoor kunnen we de ontwikkeling van bepaalde argumentaties en de hantering van 

bepaalde bronnen, bijbelse dan wel rabbijnse, volgen. In het derde deel van mijn studie werk 

ik hiervan enkele voorbeelden uit. Of Raimundus het derde deel van de Pugio zelf heeft 

kunnen afmaken, is onzeker. Ik ben van mening dat de handschriftentraditie doet vermoeden 

van niet.             

            

 

Hoofdstuk Drie 

De werken van Raimundus bevatten heel veel citaten. Regelmatig lijkt de Pugio meer een 

citatenboek van de Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse literatuur, dan een geschrift tegen de joden. 

Bronnen waren essentieel voor Raimundus’ apologetische en polemische methode. In zijn 

bewijsvoering wilde hij slechts uitgaan van argumenten gebaseerd op bronmateriaal (filosofische, 

religieuze, historische) dat zijn tegenstanders als gezaghebbend beschouwden. Daarom verdiepte 

hij zich in de heilige schriften en tradities van joden en moslims en citeert hij hier veelvuldig uit. In 

het derde hoofdstuk behandel ik drie clusters van bronnen die kenmerkend voor de Pugio zijn. De 

vele citaten uit het werk van Thomas van Aquino in het eerste deel van de Pugio; de rabbijnse 

bronnen in de delen twee en drie; de citaten uit de Koran en de Hadith die opduiken in bepaalde 

argumenten tegen de joden in de delen twee en drie. Elk cluster roept eigen vragen op. Vanaf het 

begin van de twintigste eeuw was er discussie over de vraag hoe de Pugio zich verhoudt tot het 

werk van Thomas, omdat het eerste deel van de Pugio een groot aantal citaten uit de Summa contra 

gentiles van Thomas bevat. Hoewel de Pugio van later datum is dan de Contra gentiles, kwamen 

sommige geleerden tot de conclusie dat Thomas gebruik had gemaakt van Raimundus’ 

bronnenonderzoek in de Arabische filosofie en zijn daarop gebaseerde argumenten. Op goede 

gronden echter moeten we concluderen dat Raimundus Thomas citeerde en niet andersom. Ik 

concludeer dat dit ook geldt voor een parallel tussen de Capistrum en de Contra gentiles, waarover 

onderzoeker Petrus Marc ooit zeer uitgebreid betoogde dat Thomas hier Raimundus geciteerd 

moest hebben. Zijn argumentatie was onderdeel van een breder onderzoek, waarin hij concludeerde 

dat de traditionele datering van de Contra gentiles niet klopte en dat Thomas het werk in het begin 

van de jaren zeventig van de dertiende eeuw schreef. Mijn onderzoek laat zien dat Marc’s 

argumenten met betrekking tot de parallelteksten tussen Capistrum en Contra gentiles geen stand 

houden. Alles wijst erop dat ook Raimundus hier Thomas citeerde. Een andere langdurige discussie 

over de Pugio betreft de authenticiteit van Raimundus’ citaten uit de rabbijnse traditie. Enkele 

geleerden stelden dat Raimundus citaten uit bekende rabbijnse werken opzettelijk vervalste en 

bepaalde bronnen zelf had verzonnen.  Ik ga nader in op deze discussie en schaar me bij hen die 

concluderen dat Raimundus’ citaten authentiek en accuraat waren, naar de standaard van die tijd. In 

de laatste paragraaf van dit hoofdstuk ga ik in op Raimundus’ Arabische citaten, in bijzonder op 

zijn citaten uit de Koran en de Hadith in de Pugio. Twee eigenaardigheden vallen hier op. In de 

eerste plaats citeert Raimundus nergens in zijn werk de originele Arabische tekst maar altijd een 

Latijnse vertaling, behalve hier in de Pugio, waar hij Koran en Hadith in een Hebreeuwse (!) 

transcriptie van het Arabisch citeert. Daarnaast is het opvallend dat dit Arabische citaat wordt 

gebruikt in een argumentatie tegen de joden. Dit lijkt in te gaan tegen zijn eigen methode, die 

immers voorschreef dat alleen bronnen kunnen worden aangevoerd die gezaghebbend zijn voor de 

discussiepartner. Koran en Hadith hebben voor joden geen religieus gezag. Waarom citeerde 

Raimundus deze dan in een argumentatie tegen joden? Mijn conclusie is dat hij deze bronnen hier 

niet als religieuze auctoritates (gezaghebbende bronnen) gebruikte, maar als historisch 

bewijsmateriaal ter ondersteuning van zijn argument. Aldus bleef hij trouw aan zijn methode.   
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Deel Twee 
Het tweede deel van mijn dissertatie is een studie naar de methode die Raimundus als 

theoloog, apologeet, polemist en missionaris hanteerde. In vergelijking met Thomas van 

Aquino en in contrast met Raymundus Lullus beschrijf ik de eigenheid van deze methode. In 

hoofdstuk vier doe ik dat in algemene termen en in hoofdstuk vijf spits ik het toe op zijn 

prediking tegen de joden.   

 

 

Hoofdstukken Vier en Vijf 

Ik begin met de kritiek van Lullus op de apologetische aanpak van een Dominicaanse monnik 

die probeert de Emir van Tunis te bekeren maar faalt. Deze monnik is door diverse 

onderzoekers geïdentificeerd als Raimundus Martini. Lullus verweet hem dat zijn methode 

tekortschiet om de Islam op overtuigende wijze tegemoet te treden en moslims te bekeren. Na 

lezing van Raimundus’ Explanatio concludeer ik dat Lullus een gesimplificeerd beeld en op 

enkele punten een foutief beeld van zijn methode gaf. Ik onderbouw dit met gegevens uit de 

inleidende hoofdstukken van Thomas’ Summa contra gentiles. Deze laten zien dat Thomas en 

Raimundus dezelfde epistemologische uitgangspunten en een vergelijkbare apologetische 

methode hanteerden. De verschillen tussen beide liggen in de praktische uitwerking van de 

apologetische problemen die Thomas zag als men moslims van de christelijke waarheid wilde 

overtuigen. Als prediker en missionaris ging Raimundus door waar Thomas stopte. Hij gaf 

een oplossing voor twee problemen die Thomas noemde voor interreligieuze communicatie in 

het algemeen: culturele verschillen en verschillende autoriteitsgronden, d.w.z. verschillende 

heilige schriften waarop men zich beroept. Uit mijn analyse blijkt dat Lullus’ kritiek op 

Raimundus eerder de methode van Thomas betreft, dan die van Raimundus zelf. Ten slotte 

bewijst mijn analyse dat Raimundus de epistemologische en apologetische uitgangspunten die 

hij in de Pugio hanteerde reeds in de Explanatio toepaste. De ontwikkeling van zijn werk zat 

hem niet zozeer in een veranderende methode toen hij zich in de 1260s ging mengen in het 

debat met de joden, zoals enkele moderne onderzoekers beweren, maar in het feit dat hij juist 

vasthield aan zijn eerdere methodische kader (zoveel mogelijk discussiëren op basis van 

bronnen die gezaghebbend voor de discussiepartner zijn) en dientengevolge zich radicaal 

verdiepte in de Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse geschriften, zodat zijn werk een geheel 

ander gezicht kreeg.    

Dat Raimundus vond dat men met joden moet discussiëren op basis van bronnen die voor 

hen religieuze autoriteit hebben, blijkt duidelijk uit zijn inleidingen op de Capistrum en de 

Pugio. In de rabbijnse literatuur vond hij diverse argumenta ab hoste (‘argumenten van de 

vijand’, een term die hij in de Explanatio reeds gebruikte), die volgens hem de christelijke 

waarheid ondersteunen., In de Pugio noemde hij deze argumenten ‘parels uit een grote 

mesthoop’. Een gevolg van deze aanpak was dat hij geen gebruik wenste te maken van de 

Vulgaat, de Latijnse Bijbelvertaling, die destijds gezaghebbend was binnen het Westerse 

christendom, en evenmin van de theologische en spirituele traditie van de Griekse en Latijnse 

Vaders. De keuze om alleen vanuit de Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse traditie te 

argumenteren werd in de eerste plaats door strategische motieven ingegeven, zoals uit de 

inleiding van de Capistrum blijkt. Maar de inleiding van de Pugio toont aan dat het ook een 

theologische keuze was. Het ging Raimundus ten diepste om de waarheid van het christelijke 

geloof. Hij verdedigde de stelling dat de Hebreeuwse Schrift deze waarheid vollediger bevat 

dan welke vertaling ook. Omdat het hem om de waarheid ging, liet hij niet alleen de ‘parels’ 

uit de rabbijnse traditie zien maar ook de ‘mesthoop’, dat wil zeggen, de in zijn ogen vele 

misvattingen van de rabbijnen. Zijn verklaring voor de dichotomie tussen parels en mesthoop 

was dat, hoewel God de joden verwierp nadat zij Christus hadden verworpen en de 
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profetische geest bij hen weghaalde, de rabbijnse traditie toch sporen van de oorspronkelijke 

profetische waarheid bevat.  

De ervaring van jarenlang debatteren met joden en bepaalde profetische uitspraken uit de 

Schrift leerden Raimundus, dat als de parels in discussie met joden naar voren werden 

gebracht, de joden deze ontkenden, verblind en verhard als ze waren jegens Christus en het 

christendom. Hier ligt een belangrijke sleutel tot zijn anti-judaïsme. De parels zetten de 

joodse ontkenning van de christelijke waarheid op scherp: zelfs waar hun eigen traditie 

overeenkwam met christelijke doctrines, weigerden de joden deze te aanvaarden. Zo blijkt een 

aanpak die in moderne ogen baanbrekend mag lijken, omdat er sprake is van serieuze 

verdieping in de heilige schriften en geloofswereld van de discussiepartner, uit te lopen op 

een radicale veroordeling van de ander. De oorzaak hiervoor ligt mijns inziens in het 

waarheidsbegrip dat Raimundus hanteerde. De intentie van zijn aanpak was in de eerste plaats 

missionair (hij wilde de christelijke waarheid verspreiden) en kwam niet voort vanuit een 

‘modern’ verlangen naar werkelijke ontmoeting.        

 

 

 

Deel Drie 
In het derde deel focus ik mij op twee belangrijke inhoudelijke thema’s uit het christelijk-

joodse debat: de komst van de Messias en de Triniteit. Ieder thema behandel ik in twee 

hoofdstukken. 

 

 

Hoofdstukken Zes en Zeven 

De hoeksteen van de christelijke prediking onder de joden, ook voor Raimundus Martini, was 

de bewijsvoering dat de Messias reeds was gekomen. Het is het eerste en belangrijkste 

discussiepunt tijdens de Disputatie van Barcelona, het centrale onderwerp van de Capistrum 

Iudaeorum en het onderwerp van het gehele tweede deel van Raimundus’ Pugio. Om te 

bewijzen dat Jezus de Messias is, gebruikte Raimundus een arsenaal aan teksten uit de 

Hebreeuwse Schrift die volgens hem aantonen dat voorspellingen van de profeten over de 

komst van de Messias overeenkomen met de periode waarin Jezus optrad en met het profiel 

van Jezus’ persoon en zijn optreden. Hij voerde passages uit de rabbijnse literatuur aan om 

deze stelling kracht bij te zetten. Deze teksten maken op interessante wijze duidelijk hoe 

Raimundus’ benadering zowel een voortzetting was van de aanpak van zijn medebroeder 

Paulus Christiani tijdens de Disputatie van Barcelona (1263) en de zogenaamde Tweede 

Disputatie van Parijs (ca. 1270), als een afwijking daarvan op cruciale punten. Door de 

argumenten de revue te laten passeren (Disputatie van Barcelona, Tweede Disputatie van 

Parijs, Capistrum en Pugio) krijgen we inzicht in de ontwikkeling van Raimundus’ methode 

en argumentatie. Mijn onderzoek naar deze teksten steunt op eerder onderzoek van de 

mediëvisten Jeremy Cohen en Robert Chazan. Beide hebben geconcludeerd dat Raimundus’ 

werk een voortzetting van de Disputatie van Barcelona was. Volgens hen gaf hij antwoorden 

op argumenten van Nachmanides tijdens zijn debat met Paulus Christiani en verfijnde hij 

Paulus’ argumentatie en strategie. Ik kom tot dezelfde conclusies, maar mijn onderzoek is 

uitgebreider, omdat ik een vergelijking maak tussen Raimundus’ argumentatie in de 

Capistrum en de Pugio en bovendien vergelijkingen trek met de Tweede Disputatie van 

Parijs. Mijn analyse toont vier zaken aan: 1) Het Hebreeuwse verslag van de Tweede 

Disputatie van Parijs verheldert de aanpak van Paulus Christiani op wezenlijke punten ten op 

zichte van het Hebreeuwse verslag van de Disputatie van Barcelona, en een vergelijking 

tussen beide verslagen en Raimundus’ werk toont aan dat het laatste zowel een voortzetting 

van, als een correctie op de methode van Paulus Christiani was; 2) de ontwikkeling van 
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Capistrum tot Pugio lag niet op het niveau van de methode; in beide gevallen staan de Schrift 

en de veritas hebraica centraal en hebben argumenten uit de rabbijnse traditie een 

ondersteunende functie met aanvullende bewijskracht; 3) de ontwikkeling in Raimundus’ 

werk moeten we in de eerste plaats zoeken in de perfectionering van (series van) argumenten; 

argumenten uit de Capistrum worden in de Pugio herschikt, geherformuleerd en uitgebreid; 

de uitbreiding van argumenten heeft te maken met de groeiende kennis van de rabbijnse 

literatuur die Raimundus en zijn medewerkers ontwikkelden; in de Pugio zien we bronnen 

opduiken die in de Capistrum nog niet worden genoemd; in de Pugio worden de bronnen 

bovendien vollediger geciteerd; 4) als we kijken naar de bewijsvoering met betrekking tot het 

punt van de komst van de Messias, dan zien we dat de bijbelse perikoop Dan 9:24-27, de 

‘zeventig weken profetie’, in de Pugio centraal komt te staan, terwijl deze positie tijdens de 

Disputatie van Barcelona en in de Capistrum nog werd ingenomen door Gen. 49:10.  

De interpretatie van de bekende ‘zeventig weken profetie’ uit de profeet Daniël (Dan 9:24-

27) was een klassiek discussiepunt tussen joden en christenen en kwam ook tijdens de 

Disputatie van Barcelona en de Tweede Disputatie van Parijs aan de orde. Ook in enkele 

geschriften van Nachmanides, de woordvoerder van de joden tijdens de Disputatie van 

Barcelona, duikt deze passage op. Raimundus behandelt de passage uitvoerig in Capistrum en 

Pugio. Vanwege de lange christelijke exegetische traditie van deze schriftpassage kan men bij 

lezing van Nachmanides’ Hebreeuwse verslag van de Disputatie van Barcelona nauwelijks 

geloven dat Paulus Christiani zich in de discussie erover zo pover presenteerde als 

Nachmanides beschrijft. Het vermoeden dringt zich op dat de rabbi de argumenten van Paulus 

heeft gereduceerd tot ridicule uitspraken. Het is lastig om de argumentatie van Paulus te 

reconstrueren op basis van Nachmanides zijn Hebreeuwse verslag. Als we een vergelijking 

maken met het Hebreeuwse verslag van de Tweede Disputatie van Parijs, krijgen we een beter 

beeld van Paulus’ argumentatie. Ook vergelijkingen met argumentaties die werden gebruikt in 

de christelijke exegetische traditie, waarop Paulus zich mogelijk baseerde, en passages uit het 

werk van Peter Alfonsi, een auctoritas voor de dominicanen, helpen om beter zicht te krijgen 

op Paulus’ aanpak. Voor Raimundus Martini was de uitleg van Dan 9:24-27 een centraal punt 

in de bewijsvoering dat de Messias precies kwam in de periode dat Jezus leefde. Het zelfde 

gold voor Paulus Christiani, maar zijn bewijsvoering wijkt op wezenlijke punten af van die 

van Raimundus, zodat we moeten concluderen dat de twee van mening verschilden over de 

meest vruchtbare bewijsvoering of dat de aanpak van Paulus verder evolueerde in het werk 

van Raimundus.  

Raimundus bracht Dan 9:24-27 op meerdere plaatsen in de Capistrum en de Pugio ter 

sprake. Zijn achtereenvolgende exegeses van de passage laten zien hoe zijn argumentatie zich 

ontwikkelde. De vorm die deze in de Pugio uiteindelijk kreeg, is imposant. Een ingenieuze 

berekening op basis van bijbelse feiten en jaartallen werd gecombineerd met rabbijnse 

uitspraken en historische informatie. Wat is de singulariteit van het argument in de Pugio, als 

we dit vergelijken met de beide argumentaties in de Capistrum? Ik doe drie observaties. Ten 

eerste is het argument in the Pugio veel beter georganiseerd dan de twee in de Capistrum. Het 

heeft een quaestiones-structuur gekregen, wellicht omdat Raimundus de Pugio voor studenten 

schreef. Ten tweede is er in de Pugio sprake van nieuw materiaal uit de rabbijnse bronnen, dat 

de argumentatie sterker maakt. Zo blijkt opnieuw dat Raimundus’ onderneming ‘work-in-

progress’ was en het onderzoek naar de rabbijnse literatuur ook na de Capistrum 

onverminderd voortging. Ten derde laat de Pugio zien dat niet alleen Raimundus’ kennis was 

toegenomen, maar ook zijn ergernis over de joodse verwerping van zijn argumenten. Terwijl 

zijn methode steeds verfijnder werd, lijkt het erop dat deze in de prediking nauwelijks 

resultaat opleverde. Wellicht is dit mede een verklaring voor de sterk polemische toon die 

Raimundus hanteerde in de inleiding van de Pugio. Hij verdedigde daar zijn aanpak tegenover 

kritische geluiden van medechristenen. Raimundus’ uitleg van Dan 9:24-27 is een goed 
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voorbeeld van zijn debatstrategie. Zo merkt hij op dat men zo ver mogelijk moet meegaan in 

de argumentatie van de tegenstander, voordat men deze confronteert met onjuistheden of 

zwakke punten. De opmerking past goed in de strategie van de al eerder genoemde argumenta 

ab hoste. Tegelijkertijd concludeer ik dat het er ook in het voorbeeld van de ‘zeventig weken 

profetie’ op lijkt, dat Raimundus eerder dan Paulus Christiani overging tot de verwerping van 

rabbijnse tradities als foutief (error). Regelmatig betitelt hij errores als moedwillig bedrog, 

een punt dat ik in het laatste deel van mijn onderzoek verder bespreek. 

 

 

Hoofdstukken Acht en Negen 

Het christelijke dogma over de goddelijkheid van Christus leidde ertoe dat er op het gebied 

van de godsleer tussen joden en christenen een onoverbrugbare kloof ontstond. Joden (en later 

ook moslims) konden niet geloven dat God mens was geworden en dat deze mens een 

goddelijke natuur had. Het gesprek met de joden werd nog ingewikkelder door het dogma van 

de Triniteit, dat een fundamenteel element van het christelijke antwoord was op het probleem 

van Gods menswording. Hoe kan Gods Eenheid, zo redeneerden joden (en moslims), die ook 

door christenen wordt erkend, ooit verenigbaar zijn met de conclusie dat Hij tegelijkertijd 

Drie is? ‘Drie’ impliceert onderscheiding en is daarom per definitie een corruptie van de 

goddelijke Eenheid. Het derde deel van de Pugio, het meest theologische deel van het werk, 

begint niet voor niets met de triniteitsleer. Raimundus legt uit hoe de Triniteit weliswaar het 

menselijk denken overstijgt, maar door conceptueel denken, analogieën en doordenking van 

Bijbelse gegevens toch enigszins inzichtelijk kan worden gemaakt. Ook Raimundus’ 

Explanatio bevat een triniteitstraktaat. Beide traktaten analyseer en vergelijk ik. Dit is om 

twee redenen interessant. Ten eerste verschaft een vergelijking tussen beide traktaten ons 

belangrijke gegevens over Raimundus’ methode. De Explanatio is in de context van het debat 

met moslims geschreven en de Pugio met het oog op de prediking tegen de joden. Wat zijn de 

methodische overeenkomsten en verschillen, als Raimundus in gesprek met moslims en joden 

gaat? Ten tweede is de Explanatio een vroeg werk en de Pugio Raimundus’ laatste werk. Het 

samen lezen van de beide triniteitstraktaten geeft nader inzicht in de ontwikkeling van zijn 

denken.  

Uit mijn vergelijking blijkt dat de dieptestructuur van de argumentatie in beide traktaten 

vergelijkbaar is. Meerdere punten die karakteristiek zijn voor het triniteitstraktaat in de 

Explanatio, komen terug in het triniteitstraktaat in de Pugio: 1) sterke nadruk op de 

goddelijke Eenheid; 2) centrale plaats voor het concept van de ‘goddelijke eigenschappen’; 3) 

bewerking van dit concept richting een ‘triade van goddelijke eigenschappen’; 4) attributie 

van goddelijke eigenschappen aan goddelijke personen; 5) belangrijke functie van het concept 

van ‘goddelijke generatie’ in de conceptualisering van de relatie tussen Vader en Zoon, God 

en goddelijk Woord; 6) gebruik van analogieën voor de Triniteit. Tegelijkertijd zijn de 

verschillen groot. Het traktaat in de Explanatio is relatief kort en bevat met name rationes, 

filosofische en rationele explicaties van de Triniteit, en veel minder citaten uit de Schrift. Het 

triniteitstraktaat in de Pugio is omvangrijk en de nadruk ligt op bewijsvoering vanuit de 

Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse traditie, niet op de filosofie. Deze verschillen zijn m.i.  

grotendeels terug te voeren op apologetische oorzaken. De Explanatio werd geschreven voor 

christenen die zich geconfronteerd zagen met bezwaren van voornamelijk moslims, terwijl de 

Pugio een handboek voor predikers onder en tegen joden was. Moslims en christenen hebben 

niet een gedeelde Heilige Schrift, joden en christenen wel. Daarom gebruikte Raimundus in 

het gesprek met moslims de domeinen van de filosofie en de rede als gemeenschappelijke 

grond. Maar de exegetische kwaliteiten van de Pugio zijn zoveel groter dan de summiere 

voorbeelden van schriftuitleg die we in de Explanatio tegenkomen, dat een andere 

apologetische aanpak niet de enige verklaring voor het verschil kan zijn. Tussen de 
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Explanatio en de Pugio ligt een sterke groei in theologische en vooral bijbelse kennis die 

voortkomt uit intensieve studie van de Hebreeuwse Schrift en de rabbijnse traditie.  

Verder concludeer ik, anders dan bijvoorbeeld Gilbert Dahan beweert, dat Raimundus zich 

in de Pugio wel degelijk van rationes bediende. Dat zien we heel duidelijk in de 

bovengenoemde dieptestructuur van de argumentatie. Die is grotendeels gebaseerd op wat hij 

in de Explanatio al als een mogelijkheid zag om iets van de Triniteit redelijkerwijs te vatten 

zonder dat daarmee het goddelijk mysterie teniet wordt gedaan. Dit is de belangrijkste 

conclusie van mijn analyse: dat de ratio in de Pugio de opbouw van het betoog over de 

Triniteit stuurt en dat op die manier op intrigerende wijze schriftuitleg, argumenten vanuit de 

rabbijnse traditie en christelijke theologie worden verweven. Daarom ben ik van mening dat 

het triniteitstraktaat het theologische hoogtepunt van de Pugio is. Dit traktaat weerlegt het  

idee, zoals dit bijvoorbeeld door Harvey Hames is geponeerd, dat Raimundus’ de discussie 

met de joden bijna alleen maar voerde vanuit de exegese van gezaghebbende bijbelteksten en 

rabbijnse bronnen. Zijn aanpak was veel gedifferentieerder.      

 

 

 

Deel Vier 
In het laatste deel richt ik mij op Raimundus’s anti-judaïsme. Dit deel is eerder bedoeld als 

een capitum selectum dat niet mag ontbreken in een integrale studie naar Raimundus’s werk, 

dan als de apotheose van mijn dissertatie waarin ik alle gegevens uit de eerdere delen 

samenbreng. Drie vragen komen aan bod. Wat zijn de kenmerken van Raimundus’ anti-

judaïsme, in welke context kon het ontstaan en wat waren het doel en de functie ervan? Voor 

het beantwoorden van de laatste vraag is het belangrijk te weten dat Raimundus de Capistrum 

en de Pugio in de eerste plaats voor christenen schreef: predikers, theologen en (kerk)leiders. 

Het anti-judaïsme in deze werken richtte zich dus niet in direct zin tegen een joods publiek. 

  

 

Hoofdstuk Tien 

Raimundus’ anti-judaïsme staat niet op zichzelf. In de twaalfde en de eerste helft van de 

dertiende eeuw maakte Latijns Europa belangrijke sociale, maatschappelijke, economische en 

intellectuele veranderingen door. Deze hadden ingrijpende gevolgen voor de relaties tussen 

christenen en joden. In de christelijke theologie veranderde de beeldvorming van het 

jodendom en er ontstond over en weer een belangrijk corpus aan polemieken. Enerzijds 

maakte Raimundus gebruik van een traditioneel christelijk anti-joods discours, anderzijds 

zette hij dit discours naar zijn hand. Nadat ik Raimundus’ anti-judaïsme van diverse kanten 

belicht (de stereotypen en metaforen; de aloude mythe dat de joden een band met de duivel 

hebben; de oorzaken voor de joodse ontkenning van Christus; schuld en straf van het 

jodendom; de bekering van de joden tot Christus aan het eind der tijden), is mijn conclusie dat 

er sprake is van een paradox. Aan de ene kant onderschrijft hij de visie van de apostel Paulus 

dat de bekering van de joden Gods zaak is en dat de meerderheid van de joden Christus zal 

blijven ontkennen tot het einde der tijden. Volgens Raimundus gingen de joden na de 

ontkenning van Christus een verbond met duivelse machten aan, een visie binnen het 

christelijk denken die niet nieuw was, maar in Raimundus zijn werk wel op een nieuwe 

manier werd gepresenteerd, namelijk met argumenten vanuit de rabbijnse traditie. Ondanks 

zijn pessimisme over de bekering van de joden voor de eindtijd maakte Raimundus de 

prediking tegen de joden tot zijn levenswerk. Dit is een paradoxaal gegeven. Daarom probeer 

ik Raimundus’ prediking anders te verklaren dan vanuit de intentie om de joden te bekeren. 
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Hoofdstuk Elf 

De belangrijkste verklaring voor de prediking tegen de joden in Aragon in de dertiende eeuw, 

en daarmee voor de omvang en intensiteit van Raimundus’ anti-joodse werken, moet volgens 

mij gezocht worden in de maatschappelijke context van Latijns Europa en de veranderende 

positie van het jodendom. Aan de hand van een citaat uit de Capistrum laat ik zien hoe 

bezorgd Raimundus was over de naïviteit en onwetendheid van christenen tegenover de 

joden. Hij waarschuwde met name de seculiere leiders. Mijn stelling is dat hier sprake is van 

‘reality-based imagery’, een term die wordt gebruikt door Robert Chazan. Dit betekent dat de 

perceptie van de werkelijkheid een rol speelt in de beeldvorming. Bij Raimundus mengden 

traditionele christelijke anti-joodse motieven en beelden zich met zijn perceptie van de 

werkelijkheid; meer nog, de traditionele beelden dicteerden de perceptie. Omdat Raimundus 

vanuit de christelijke traditie geloofde dat het jodendom aan het kwaad gelieerd was en 

streefde naar ondermijning van de christelijke samenleving, was het gevaarlijk dat joden 

contacten met christenen hadden, invloed aan het hof uitoefenden, kritiek op het christelijke 

geloof ventileerden en steeds minder de serviele positie ten opzichte van christenen innamen 

dan zij vanuit de christelijke traditie geacht werden te doen. In de loop der eeuwen had de 

kerk een theologische doctrine van joodse dienstbaarheid aan het christendom geformuleerd. 

De geldigheid van deze doctrine kwam op het spel te staan toen de maatschappelijke positie 

van de joden veranderde. In toenemende mate werden zij onderdeel van de financiën van de 

Kroon en, mede door toedoen van de koningen, een economische en sociale factor van belang. 

Raimundus’ bezorgdheid paste binnen een bredere kerkelijke bezorgdheid over deze 

ontwikkeling. Anti-joodse prediking onder christenen werd gebruikt om christenen te 

waarschuwen, hen te voorzien van anti-joodse argumenten en het jodendom onder druk te 

zetten en in diskrediet te brengen. Dit verklaart mede dat Raimundus’ anti-judaïsme extremer 

was dan de anti-joodse uitingen van de meeste contemporaine pausen, zowel in taal als 

onderliggende motieven. Waar de pausen hun bezorgdheid uitten over in hun ogen 

ongeoorloofde afwijkingen van het traditionele concept van joodse dienstbaarheid aan het 

christendom, schreef Raimundus zijn werken voor predikers die zich gingen verdiepen in het 

jodendom, een intellectueel strijdperk zouden betreden en uitgerust moesten worden voor 

geloofsdiscussies met een tegenstander van formaat.     

 

 

Hoofdstuk Twaalf    

Hield Raimundus’s visie op het jodendom een verwijdering van de traditionele Augustijnse 

visie in, die in de eeuwen daarvoor leidend was en die de joden een relatief veilige en 

autonome plaats binnen de christelijke samenleving verschafte? Bij de beantwoording van 

deze vraag vergelijk ik de conclusies van Jeremy Cohen en Robert Chazan. Hun bevindingen 

komen op dit punt niet overeen. Volgens Cohen was er bij dertiende-eeuwse theologen en 

predikers, waaronder Raimundus, sprake van een verwijdering van de traditionele christelijke 

visie op het jodendom. Hij stelt dat deze groep begon uit te dragen dat de joden hun recht op 

een plaats binnen de christelijke samenleving hadden verspeeld en dat hun polemiek en 

prediking uiteindelijk een poging vormde om joden uit de christelijke samenleving te bannen. 

Chazan beweert dat er geen bewijs is voor een breuk met de traditie, zelfs niet in 

Raimundus’s werk. Hij geeft toe dat er in de dertiende eeuw sprake was van een intensievere 

reactie van de kerk op het jodendom, maar dat dit vooral te maken had met twee punten van 

zorg die reeds lang onderdeel van de traditionele visie waren: mogelijke joodse subversie van 

de christelijke samenleving en joodse blasfemie tegen Christus en de christelijke leer. 

Beschuldigingen aan het adres van de joden, zoals die van Raimundus, kunnen volgens 

Chazan vooral vanuit deze kerkelijke zorg worden verklaard.  
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Bij mijn evaluatie van de discussie tussen Cohen en Chazan ga ik terug naar de drie grote 

pilaren waarop de Augustijnse visie betreffende het jodendom steunde: 1) een ondergeschikte, 

dienende rol van het jodendom in de christelijke samenleving; 2) een getuigenisfunctie van 

het jodendom ter ondersteuning van de christelijke waarheid; 3) bekering van de joden aan het 

einde der tijden. Ik kom tot de conclusie dat we Raimundus zien worstelen met de drie 

pilaren, maar dat hij ze desondanks alle drie nog onderschreef en dat precies dit de 

voornaamste reden van zijn heftige polemiek en anti-judaïsme was. Daarmee sluit ik mij 

voornamelijk aan bij de conclusies van Robert Chazan. Twee feiten zijn voor mij 

doorslaggevend. Ten eerste, nergens in zijn werk riep Raimundus op tot verbanning of 

eliminatie van het jodendom, wel tot restrictie. Ten tweede, Raimundus geloofde in de 

bekering van de joden aan het einde der tijden en niet in een massale bekering van joden in 

zijn tijd.  

Onderdeel van mijn argumentatie is een casestudie die nader licht werpt op de discussie. 

Het betreft Raimundus’s behandeling van de zogenaamde tikkunei soferim, correcties van de 

schriftgeleerden en vroege rabbijnen in de tekst van de Hebreeuwse Schrift. Ik bespreek alle 

passages in de Capistrum en de Pugio, waarin Raimundus deze tikkunim behandelt. Ik 

concludeer dat er sprake was van een ontwikkeling in zijn kennis van en denken over de 

tikkunim. Hij groeide naar een positie toe, waarin hij de vroege schriftgeleerden die de 

correcties in de tekst aanbrachten, grotendeels vrijpleitte omdat zij voor de komst van 

Christus leefden en daardoor bepaalde bijbelse antropomorfismen die blasfemisch lijken te 

zijn, nog niet konden duiden als profetieën over de Messias. Het feit echter dat ‘moderne 

joden’ bleven vasthouden aan de tikkunim en ondanks de ballingschap, de serviele staat van 

het jodendom en het succes van het christendom weigerden na te denken over de Messiaanse 

betekenis achter de oorspronkelijke bijbelse tekst, was voor hem een bewijs dat joden 

volhardden in hun blindheid. 

De casestudie van de tikkunim toont aan dat de contemporaine joden (iudaei moderni) een 

belangrijke categorie in Raimundus’ denken waren, een conclusie die Jeremy Cohen trekt 

maar door Robert Chazan wordt gerelativeerd. Echter, ook in het geval van de iudaei 

moderni, tegen wie Raimundus zijn heftigste anti-judaïsme formuleerde, geldt dat er geen 

sprake is van ontzegging van het joodse recht om in een christelijke samenleving te leven of 

van een oproep tot verbanning of massale bekering van joden. Evenmin pleitte Raimundus 

voor verbranding van de Talmoed. Hij was bezig te corrigeren wat in zijn ogen grove errores 

van de rabbijnen waren, diepte de ‘parels’ uit de rabbijnse traditie op en bracht ze in verband 

met de profetische traditie in de Hebreeuwse Schrift. Of joden zich hierdoor tot het 

christendom zouden bekeren, was voor hem niet de centrale kwestie, is mijn conclusie. 

Geheel in lijn met de christelijke traditie geloofde Raimundus dat de bekering van de joden in 

Gods handen ligt en aan het einde der tijden na de wederkomst van Christus zou plaatsvinden. 

Het belangrijkste doel van Raimundus’s anti-judaïsme was dus niet de eliminatie maar de 

restrictie van de joden. Offensieve elementen (prediking, waarschuwing van de leiders, 

polemiek) en defensieve elementen (bescherming van christenen tegen joodse kritiek en 

invloeden) waren hierbij nauw met elkaar verweven.  
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