Appendix 3
The Liturgical Code in the Rule of Benedict
From earliest times Christians have been conscious of the privilege and the responsibility of prayer. Paul exhorted the community at Thessalonica to “﻿pray constantly﻿” and to “﻿give thanks in all circumstances﻿” (﻿1 Thess 5:17–18﻿). In the theology of Luke’s Gospel, Jesus himself is portrayed as a man of prayer and as a teacher of prayer: “﻿In these days he went out to the mountain to pray; and all night he continued in prayer to God﻿” (﻿Luke 6:12﻿). It is not surprising, then, that in early Christian sources outside the New Testament we find an emphatic interest in prayer, personal and public. A survey of these sources will reveal four principal lines in the development of what we today call the Liturgy of the Hours or the Divine Office—an officially established pattern of common prayer (psalms, hymns, Bible readings, petitions) that punctuates the various hours of the day and night. With Juan Mateos, we may identify these four lines of development in the Liturgy of the Hours as follows:﻿1﻿

1. times for prayer in the primitive Church;

2. the development of a “﻿monastic tradition﻿” of prayer-times in fourth-century Egypt;

3. the “﻿cathedral tradition,﻿” i.e., public prayer as celebrated in parochial or cathedral churches;

4. the rise of an “﻿urban monastic tradition﻿” of prayer-times.

Each of these four stages merits some attention.

Times for prayer in the primitive Church
From the beginnings of Christianity until the early fourth century, there is scant testimony for large-scale, formal celebrations of the Liturgy of the Hours. This does not mean, however, that the hours of prayer did not exist in the earliest era of Christian life. Indeed, there is a great deal of evidence for the Christian custom of praying, privately and/or in common, at definite times of the day and night. For example, the Didache, a small manual of Christian catechesis and liturgical customs dating from the late first or early second century, instructs Christians to pray the Lord’s Prayer three times a day (﻿Didache 8,3﻿). About a century later, Clement of Alexandria, a prominent Christian theologian and apologist († c. 215), mentions the custom of praying at the third, sixth and ninth hours of the day, as well as at morning, evening and night (﻿Clem. strom. 7,7﻿).

Some of the early Church Fathers attempted symbolic explanations of why Christians pray at certain hours. One such explanation can be found in the treatise on prayer by Tertullian († c. 225), a passionate representative of Latin Christianity in North Africa. For Tertullian, as for most of the early Fathers, the supreme law of Christian prayer is the continual prayer of the heart. The Christian is one who should pray “﻿at all times and everywhere﻿” (﻿Tert. de orat. 24﻿). Still, there are moments during the day that have been hallowed by tradition as times particularly appropriate for prayer. Concerning these times, Tertullian comments:

It was at the third hour that the Holy Spirit was poured upon the assembled disciples. Peter, on the day he had the vision of all [the creatures] in the sheet, climbed up to higher places through the grace of prayer at the sixth hour. Likewise John: at the ninth hour he went to the temple, where he restored a paralytic to health (﻿Tert. de orat. 24–25﻿).﻿2﻿
Although these customary prayers at the third, sixth and ninth hours are best said in common, Tertullian does not regard them as juridical obligations that bind Christians. More important, in his view, are the morning and evening prayers. These he calls the legitimae orationes, prayers of such fundamental importance for the daily life of Christians that they possess what amounts to the prescriptive force of law.

Among Western Christian writers, Tertullian was not alone in his emphasis on the importance of prayer in the morning and evening, and at the third, sixth and ninth hours of the day. The Apostolic Tradition (c. 215), another manual of liturgical customs that seems to reflect the traditions of the Roman Church, also offers a symbolic interpretation of the customary times for prayer. Hippolytus, the reputed author of the Apostolic Tradition, relates the prayer-hours to events surrounding the passion of Jesus:

If you are at home at the third hour, you should pray to God and offer him praise … for it is the time when Christ was nailed to the cross.… In the same way, you should pray at the sixth hour, thinking of Christ hanging on the cross while the sun was checked in its course and darkness reigned supreme.… At the ninth hour, your prayer and praise should be protracted.… It was at this time that Christ, pierced with the spear, poured forth water and blood, and lighted the rest of the day’s span and brought it to evening. By making the light return as he went to sleep, he gave us an image of his resurrection. Pray, too, before you lie down to rest. About midnight, get up again, wash your hands with water and once more set about your prayer.… About cock-crow, get up once more and pray again, for it was at this time … that the children of Israel denied Christ.…﻿” (﻿Hippol. trad.apost. 35﻿).﻿3﻿
In the middle of the third century, St. Cyprian, bishop of Carthage († 258), adds further testimony to the practice of Christian prayer at prescribed hours of the day and night. In his treatise On the Lord’s Prayer, Cyprian gives two different symbolic interpretations of prayer at the third, sixth and ninth hours: one based on the mystery of the Trinity, and another that seems to combine the interpretations of both Tertullian and Hippolytus. Cyprian notes that these customary hours of prayer were already known to the people of Israel, but that for Christians “﻿both the times and the sacraments have increased.﻿” Thus Cyprian also prescribes prayer for morning, evening and night:

… we must also pray in the morning, that the resurrection of the Lord may be celebrated by morning prayer.… Likewise at the setting of the sun and at the end of the day necessarily there must again be prayer. For since Christ is the true Sun and the true Day … we pray for the coming of Christ to provide us with the grace of eternal light.… Moreover, let us who are always in Christ, that is, in the light, not cease praying even in the night. Thus the widow Anna without intermission always petitioning and watching, persevered in deserving well of God.… (﻿Cypr. domin.orat. 35﻿).
Other historical testimonies could be cited, but these few examples reveal that at an early stage in the life of the Church, the scriptural principle of “﻿incessant prayer﻿” was reinforced by the Christian custom of prayer (public and/or private) at definite times of day and night. Some scholars have contended that these prayer-times originated in the liturgy of the synagogue or that they were rooted in apostolic custom.﻿4﻿ Whatever their origin, it is clear that the early Church Fathers acknowledged these times of prayer as a serious, if not juridically obligatory, responsibility for all Christians. Nor were such hours of prayer considered the special duty of ascetics and clergy; they were part of every Christian’s effort “﻿always to pray and not lose heart﻿” (﻿Luke 18:1﻿).

Egyptian monastic tradition (fourth century)
The fourth century was an especially critical period for the development of Christian life and doctrine. It was a century that saw the emergence of Christianity as a “﻿licit religion﻿” in the Roman Empire (through the so-called Edict of Milan in 313). It was also a time of intense theological turbulence, witnessed by the debates about the person and nature of Christ at the Council of Nicaea (325). Outstanding teachers, theologians and pastors like Ambrose, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine and Jerome were at work. Moreover, the fourth century was an epoch of vigorous liturgical development. The classical descriptions of Christian initiation, preserved in the mystagogic catecheses of bishops like Ambrose and Cyril of Jerusalem, date from this period. At the same time, the fourth century was an era of bold experimentation in Christian lifestyles. Antony († 356), the great eremitical hero, was still very much alive; Pachomius (c. 290–346), commonly, if incorrectly, called the father of cenobitic monasticism, was organizing his communities in the Thebaid region of Egypt.

Such is the background for some of our earliest accounts of what Mateos has called the “﻿monastic tradition﻿” in the Liturgy of the Hours.﻿5﻿ In the last twenty years these accounts, especially those that deal with prayer-times among the Egyptian monks, have been subjected to a considerable amount of scrutiny by scholars. Some comments about the results of this recent research are in order.

How did the Egyptian monks, especially those who followed the Pachomian tradition, pray? The answer to this question depends, to a great extent, on how we evaluate the evidence contained in documents like the various “﻿Lives﻿” of Pachomius, the so-called Rule of Pachomius, the Rule of the Angel (preserved in Palladius’ Lausiac History) and the descriptions of Egyptian monastic life provided by John Cassian (c. 360–435) in his Conferences and Institutes. The liturgy of the fourth-century Pachomian communities has been thoroughly studied by Dom Armand Veilleux.﻿6﻿ His conclusions are significant for two reasons. First, they reveal a picture of Egyptian monastic liturgy that is rather different from that often assumed by historians who study the Liturgy of the Hours. Secondly, Veilleux’s studies have called into serious question Cassian’s reliability as a witness to Egyptian monastic practice. While it will not be possible to outline all of Veilleux’s conclusions, some of them must be discussed because of their impact on our interpretation of the liturgical code in ﻿RB﻿.

In 1957, A. van der Mensbrugghe published an article in which he argued that the Egyptian monks categorically repudiated the notion of “﻿discontinuous﻿” periods of prayer scattered throughout the day.﻿7﻿ It was his contention that the Egyptian ascetics adhered staunchly to the ancient Christian principle of incessant prayer and that they therefore opposed the introduction of “﻿official﻿” hours of prayer, even though these hours were being widely adopted by monks in other regions of the world (e.g., West Syria, Cappadocia and Palestine). On the basis of this argument, van der Mensbrugghe attempted to show that the Egyptian prayer-hours developed in three stages:﻿8﻿

a) the “﻿pre-Pachomian﻿” stage, which steadfastly adhered to the ideal of incessant prayer for the individual monk through the discipline of vigils and the recitation of the psalter;

b) the “﻿first-generation Pachomian monks,﻿” who celebrated three periods of common prayer daily: after work in the late afternoon, after supper (a “﻿household﻿” assembly for prayer) and at dawn;

c) the “﻿second-generation Pachomian monks,﻿” i.e., those who were influenced by the Rule of the Angel (c. 380) and who therefore celebrated two periods of common prayer daily, morning and evening, at each of which twelve psalms were said. To these two “﻿hours﻿” were added psalms said during the day, while the monks were working, as well as three psalms said at the ninth hour, before the community meal.

Van der Mensbrugghe’s theory about the development of prayer-times in Egyptian monasticism has been severely criticized by Veilleux. First, Veilleux contends that van der Mensbrugghe is inaccurate about the complicated matters of chronology and authenticity among the numerous documents that make up the Pachomian dossier of sources. Secondly, Veilleux argues that the presumed Egyptian opposition to definite hours of prayer is largely without foundation in the sources. Thirdly, Veilleux maintains that Cassian, whose description of monastic life in fourth-century Egypt has often been accepted uncritically, is an unreliable guide.﻿9﻿ It must be remembered that Cassian was engaged in a polemic against monks in Gaul, some of whose observances he found objectionable. This polemic sometimes led Cassian to paint a uniform, idealized portrait of monastic life in Egypt—a portrait at variance with the actual facts.

On the basis of his own research into the Pachomian sources, Veilleux suggests a somewhat different interpretation of the early Egyptian monastic tradition of prayer. We may summarize some of his conclusions as follows:﻿10﻿

1. The collection of precepts known as the Rule of Pachomius reveals only two gatherings for prayer each day—morning and evening. The morning synaxis brought all the brothers of the monastery together. In addition to prayer, this morning office included additional elements such as work, manifestation of faults, and, perhaps, catechesis. Evening prayer was celebrated in the individual households and was apparently done just before retiring for the night.

2. Some historians of the Divine Office have thought that there were two evening gatherings in the Pachomian system: a “﻿major﻿” one that involved all the brothers of the monastery, and a “﻿minor﻿” one that concerned each household separately. Veilleux rejects this opinion and suggests that it has been based on a gloss that Jerome made in his Latin version of the Coptic text of the Rule of Pachomius.

3. Unlike other monastic groups, the Pachomian houses had two meals daily, one at the middle of the day and another toward evening. Sometimes the Pachomian sources used the technical term synaxis (usually reserved for a “﻿liturgical assembly﻿” or a “﻿place of prayer﻿”) in reference to the common meals rather than times of prayer.

4. The morning synaxis in the Pachomian monasteries involved the following elements:

—After the signal for prayer had been given, the monks gathered informally and took their seats in order of seniority.

—Starting with the seniors, the monks took turns reading sections from the Scriptures. These biblical texts were not necessarily psalms; indeed, Veilleux feels that the Pachomian “﻿office﻿” was not composed principally of psalms.

—After each section of Scripture was finished, the reader gave a signal and all the monks rose. Standing, they prayed the Lord’s Prayer with arms outstretched. Then they prostrated for silent interior prayer. After a brief time the monks rose again and continued to pray interiorly.

—Then another signal was given and the monks sat once more to listen to the Scriptures.

Veilleux points out that the earliest descriptions of the Pachomian morning office refer to the use of the Lord’s Prayer, but not to the use of “﻿psalter collects﻿” (i.e., prayers based on the text of the psalm and said aloud following the period of silent interior prayer).

5. The Pachomian evening synaxis is more difficult to describe. The sources refer to “﻿six prayers﻿” said in the evening, and this has led many writers, including St. Jerome, to assume that “﻿six psalms﻿” were chanted. After a close examination of the Coptic sources, however, Veilleux maintains that the evening prayer in the Pachomian households refers to an office wherein several readers each recited six sections from Scripture. These biblical sections were not necessarily psalms.

6. What, then, of the famous Rule of the Angel and its tradition of “﻿twelve psalms (prayers)﻿” at both the morning and evening offices? Veilleux argues that this Rule does not represent the liturgical usages of Pachomian cenobites, but rather the practices of semi-anchorite monks in Lower Egypt—monks who were familiar with only one weekly gathering for common prayer, the Saturday-Sunday vigil that accompanied the weekly celebration of the Eucharist. Originally, then, the “﻿twelve prayers﻿” may simply have meant: “﻿Pray at each of the twelve hours of the day and at each of the twelve hours of the night; in other words, pray incessantly at all hours of day and night.﻿” According to this interpretation, the Rule of the Angel originally referred to the ancient principle of incessant (private) prayer, not to the morning and evening hours of common prayer. Later on, these “﻿twelve prayers﻿” were identified as “﻿twelve psalms﻿” said at the morning and evening synaxes. This later development would have been the practice commented upon as “﻿Egyptian﻿” by Cassian in Book II of his Institutes.

According to Veilleux, then, the Egyptian monastic tradition of common prayer was not nearly so ancient or so uniform as Cassian would have us believe. There was still a great deal of variability in the manner of gathering for public prayer among the monastic communities in fourth-century Egypt. Furthermore, there is little hard evidence to support van der Mensbrugghe’s thesis that the Egyptian monks resisted the introduction of definite hours for prayer.

The cathedral tradition of the Divine Office (fourth century)
We have already mentioned that from the beginning the Christian hours of prayer were not considered the special prerogative of monks and clerics. All Christians were called upon to sanctify the hours of the day with prayer. Still, as time went on, important differences arose between the pattern common among monks and the pattern of prayer practiced by other Christians. The “﻿cathedral tradition﻿” is a term widely used today to identify that specific pattern of public prayer-hours celebrated by Christians in parish or cathedral churches. It may be useful, first of all, to indicate how this cathedral tradition differed from celebrations by ascetics.﻿11﻿

a) Use of the psalter. Cathedral offices tended to adopt a more selective approach to the psalter. The psalms were not read in order (lectio continua), but rather were selected for their appropriateness to the time of day and the season of the year. Efforts were made to underscore the Christological meaning of the psalms, i.e., to make the psalms Christian prayer by relating them to the mystery of Jesus risen and alive in his people. Further, it was not considered essential to recite the whole psalter in a specified period of time, e.g., a week. 

b) Ritual development. The cathedral tradition gave scope to a more elaborate ceremonial development in the hours of common prayer. Though such ritual developments were not absent in monastic circles, they seem to have been encouraged more strongly in parochial celebrations. Use of lights, incense and vestments enhanced the hours of prayer.

c) Variety. The cathedral tradition stressed the use of texts and songs that could easily be recognized and remembered by the congregation. The repetitive patterns of song and rite in cathedral celebrations were designed to encourage easy and immediate participation by all, and this often resulted in a reduction in the number of variable elements in the office.

d) Length. The principal daily hours of prayer in the cathedral tradition were morning (Lauds) and evening (Vespers). As we shall see, there also developed a weekly “﻿vigil of the resurrection﻿” early Sunday morning, but this vigil was different from the lengthier monastic vigils. Moreover, as time went on, it became customary for monks in the West to celebrate prayer at the third (Terce), sixth (Sext) and ninth (None) hours in common. By contrast, the cathedral tradition tended to limit itself to common prayer in the morning and in the evening.

e) Readings and prayer. While the monastic offices customarily included readings from the Bible, the prayer-hours in the cathedral tradition often omitted such readings altogether. The cathedral office was not designed to instruct but to give public expression to the community’s praise and petition. Litanies of petition, with the popular response “﻿Lord, have mercy,﻿” became a familiar element in the cathedral tradition.

What documentary evidence do we possess that exemplifies this cathedral tradition of prayer-hours? One of the earliest witnesses is Eusebius († 339), best known for his History of the Church. In his commentary on ﻿Psalm 90 (91)﻿, Eusebius explains that Christians celebrate morning prayer in order to give thanks and praise for the Lord’s mercy; at evening prayer they confess their faults and seek forgiveness:

In the morning, at the rising of the light, we proclaim the mercy granted us by God; at night, we manifest his truth through a sober and chaste way of life.﻿12﻿
Later in the fourth century St. John Chrysostom reaffirms Eusebius’ interpretation of the two chief hours of daily public prayer in a sermon delivered to newly baptized Christians at Antioch:

I urge you to show great zeal by gathering here in the church at dawn to make your prayers and confessions to the God of all things, and to thank Him for the gifts He has already given … strengthened with this aid, let each one leave the church to take up his daily tasks.… let each one approach his daily task with fear and anguish, and spend his working hours in the knowledge that at evening he should return here to the church, render an account to the Master of his whole day, and beg forgiveness for his falls.… each evening we must beg pardon from the Master for all these faults.…﻿13﻿
In addition to the morning and evening hours of prayer in the cathedral tradition, there also arose, in the fourth century, the custom of the “﻿resurrection vigil,﻿” celebrated in the early hours of Sunday morning. The first document that alludes to this celebration is the Apostolic Constitutions, a Syrian manual of Church discipline and liturgical customs that dates from the second half of the fourth century. There we read:

… assemble together every day, morning and evening, singing psalms and praying in the Lord’s house: in the morning say Psalm 62 and in the evening say Psalm 140.… On the day of our Lord’s resurrection, give praise to God, who made the universe through Jesus, sent him to us, permitted him to suffer and raised him from the dead. For what excuse will a person make to God if he fails to assemble on that day to hear the saving word concerning the resurrection? On that day we pray three times in memory of him who rose after three days.… (﻿Didasc. apost. 2,59﻿).﻿14﻿
According to Mateos, this reference to three times of prayer on Sunday is actually an allusion to the resurrection vigil that preceded the Eucharistic celebration. This vigil is described much more fully in another fourth-century source known as Egeria’s Travels, written sometime between 381 and 384. A lady with a keen eye for liturgical detail, Egeria was a pilgrim to the Holy Land. While in Jerusalem she attended numerous services and included descriptions of them in the diary she kept while travelling. Here is Egeria’s description of the vigil that took place at cock-crow on Sunday morning in Jerusalem: 

On the seventh day, the Lord’s Day, there gather in the courtyard before cock-crow all the people, as many as can get in, as if it was Easter.… Soon the first cock crows, and at that the bishop enters, and goes into the Anastasis. The doors are all opened, and all the people come into the Anastasis, which is already ablaze with lamps. When they are inside, a psalm is said by one of the Presbyters, with everyone responding, and it is followed by a prayer; then a psalm is said by one of the deacons, and another prayer; then a third psalm is said by one of the clergy, a third prayer.… After these three psalms and prayers they take censers into the cave of the Anastasis, so that the whole Anastasis basilica is filled with the smell. Then the bishop, standing inside the screen, takes the Gospel book and goes to the door, where he himself reads the account of the Lord’s resurrection.… When the Gospel is finished, the bishop comes out, and is taken with singing to the Cross, and they all go with him. They have one psalm there and a prayer, then he blesses the people, and that is the dismissal (﻿Eger.peregr. 24,9–10﻿).﻿15﻿
One can see in this description several of the elements characteristic of the cathedral tradition in the Liturgy of the Hours, e.g., the use of incense and lights, the rather elaborate ceremonies. As we shall see, this resurrection vigil seems to have had some influence on the Rule of Benedict, particularly on its directions for the last segment of vigils on Sunday.

Urban monastic tradition
The final line of development in the Liturgy of the Hours has been characterized by Mateos as the “﻿urban monastic tradition.﻿”﻿16﻿ Monks who lived in cities could hardly help being influenced by the liturgical customs of parochial churches. The urban monks tended to adopt cathedral customs associated with morning and evening prayer. To these they added the public celebration of the daytime prayers (at the third, sixth and ninth hours) already referred to by writers like Tertullian, Hippolytus and Cyprian. The monks also celebrated vigils (“﻿nocturns,﻿” the “﻿night office,﻿” the “﻿midnight office﻿”) and, perhaps, Compline. The urban monastic tradition thus combines elements traditional among ascetics (e.g., vigils) with popular customs derived from the cathedral tradition. This mixture of elements had its influence, as we shall note below, on the structure and content of the Divine Office in the Rule of Benedict.

The historical outline given above shows that by the time the ﻿RB﻿ appeared, there were already well-established patterns of common prayer in both the monastic and cathedral traditions. Quite obviously, these patterns of prayer had an impact on the liturgical code of the ﻿RB﻿. In the notes that follow, based largely on the extensive commentaries of Dom Adalbert de Vogüé, we shall attempt to identify both the distinctive contributions made by the ﻿RB﻿ to the structure and content of the Liturgy of the Hours, as well as those elements borrowed by the ﻿RB﻿ from other sources, e.g., the Rule of the Master and the customs of Roman basilical monasteries.

The hours of prayer in the RB
Before discussing the sources used by Benedict in the liturgical code, it may be useful to outline the structure of the Liturgy of the Hours found in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿. There are eight “﻿hours﻿” in Benedict’s arrangement: Vigils, Lauds, Prime, Terce, Sext, None, Vespers and Compline. In the outline that follows, references are given in the right-hand column to the appropriate chapter and verse in ﻿RB﻿ where one may find further detail about the hours of prayer and their content. In the left-hand column references are given to the ﻿RM﻿, one of ﻿RB﻿’s sources.﻿17﻿

	﻿RM﻿
	
	﻿RB﻿

	
	I. VIGILS (﻿RB﻿ ﻿9﻿, ﻿10﻿, ﻿11﻿)
	

	﻿32–33﻿; ﻿44﻿
	A. Vigils: Weekday in winter
	﻿9﻿

	
	1. Introduction
	

	﻿32.13﻿
	Opening verse (“﻿Lord, open my lips﻿”), three times
	﻿9.1﻿

	
	﻿Psalm 3﻿
	﻿9.2﻿

	﻿32.14﻿
	﻿Psalm 94 (95)﻿
	﻿9.3﻿

	
	Ambrosian hymn
	﻿9.4﻿

	
	2. “﻿First Nocturn﻿”
	

	﻿33.29﻿; ﻿44.2﻿
	Six psalms with refrain
	﻿9.4﻿

	(9 psalms)
	Versicle
	﻿9.5﻿

	
	Blessing by abbot
	﻿9.5﻿

	
	Three readings
	﻿9.5﻿

	
	Three responsories (one after each reading)
	﻿9.5﻿

	
	3. “﻿Second Nocturn﻿”
	

	﻿44.2﻿ (4 psalms)
	Six psalms with “﻿alleluia﻿” refrain
	﻿9.9﻿

	﻿44.4﻿
	Reading from the Apostle
	﻿9.10﻿

	﻿44.4﻿
	Versicle
	﻿9.10﻿

	﻿44.4﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany (“﻿Lord, have mercy﻿”)
	﻿9.10﻿

	﻿33﻿; ﻿44﻿
	B. Vigils: Weekday in summer
	﻿10﻿

	
	All as for a weekday in winter (see above), except:
	

	
	the three readings and responsories are replaced by:
	

	
	One reading from the Old Testament, recited by memory
	﻿10.2﻿

	
	A short responsory
	﻿10.2﻿

	﻿49﻿ (all-night vigil on Saturday– Sunday)
	C. Vigils: Sundays, summer and winter﻿18﻿
	﻿11﻿

	
	
	1. Introduction (inferred from the structure of weekday vigils; not explicitly mentioned in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿11﻿)
	

	
	2. “﻿First Nocturn﻿”
	
	

	
	Six psalms (with refrain: cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿11.4﻿)
	﻿11.2﻿
	

	
	The first psalm of Sunday vigils is always ﻿Psalm 20 (21)﻿: (see ﻿RB﻿ ﻿18.6﻿, ﻿23﻿).
	
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿11.2﻿
	

	
	(Blessing by abbot? See weekday vigils, above)
	
	

	
	Four readings
	﻿11.2﻿
	

	
	Four responsories (one after each reading)
	﻿11.2﻿
	

	
	3. “﻿Second Nocturn﻿”
	
	

	
	Six psalms with refrain
	﻿11.4﻿
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿11.4﻿
	

	
	(Blessing by abbot? See weekday vigils, above)
	
	

	
	Four readings
	﻿11.5﻿
	

	
	Four responsories (one after each reading)
	﻿11.5﻿
	

	
	4. “﻿Third Nocturn﻿” (cf. the “﻿resurrection vigil﻿” of the cathedral tradition described in the Apostolic Constitutions and in Egeria’s Travels)
	
	

	
	Three canticles with “﻿alleluia﻿” refrain
	﻿11.6﻿
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿11.7﻿
	

	
	Blessing by abbot
	﻿11.7﻿
	

	
	Four readings from the New Testament
	﻿11.7﻿
	

	
	Four responsories (one after each reading)
	﻿11.7﻿
	

	
	The hymn “﻿We praise you, God﻿”
	﻿11.8﻿
	

	
	Reading from the Gospel
	﻿11.9﻿
	

	
	The hymn “﻿To you be praise﻿”
	﻿11.10﻿
	

	
	Final blessing
	﻿11.10﻿
	

	﻿33﻿; ﻿35﻿; ﻿39﻿
	II. LAUDS (﻿RB﻿ ﻿12–13﻿)
	
	

	
	A. Lauds: Sunday
	﻿12﻿
	

	
	1. Introduction
	
	

	
	﻿Psalm 66 (67)﻿ without refrain
	﻿12.1﻿
	

	
	﻿Psalm 50 (51)﻿ with “﻿alleluia﻿” refrain
	﻿12.2﻿
	

	
	2. Psalmody
	
	

	
	﻿Psalm 117 (118)﻿
	﻿12.3﻿
	

	
	﻿Psalm 62 (63)﻿ (cf. the morning psalm of the cathedral tradition described in the Apostolic Constitutions)
	﻿12.3﻿
	

	
	3. Canticle and “﻿praises﻿” (Benedictiones et laudes)
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿35.5﻿
	Canticle of the Three Young Men (﻿Dan 3:52–56﻿, ﻿57–90﻿; ﻿RB﻿ uses the term Benedictiones for this canticle)
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿39.4﻿
	﻿Psalms 148﻿, ﻿149﻿, ﻿150﻿ (﻿RB﻿ uses the term laudes to refer to these three psalms, which were a familiar part of Lauds in the old Roman Office)
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	
	4. Reading and concluding prayers
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿39.2﻿ (different reading)
	A reading from the Book of Revelation
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿39.1﻿
	A responsory
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	
	Ambrosian hymn
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿39.2﻿
	Gospel Canticle (almost certainly the Benedictus or “﻿Song of Zechariah﻿”—﻿Luke 1:68–79﻿)
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	﻿35.1﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany (perhaps a full litany rather than simply the “﻿Lord, have mercy﻿”)
	﻿12.4﻿
	

	
	Conclusion
	
	

	
	(Lord’s Prayer? See ﻿RB﻿ ﻿13.12﻿)
	
	

	
	B. Lauds: Weekdays
	﻿13﻿
	

	
	1. Introduction
	
	

	
	﻿Psalm 66 (67)﻿ without refrain
	﻿13.2﻿
	

	
	﻿Psalm 50 (51)﻿ with refrain
	﻿13.2﻿
	

	
	2. Psalmody (variable)
	﻿13.3–9﻿
	

	
	Monday:
	﻿Psalms 5﻿ and ﻿35 (36)﻿
	﻿13.4﻿
	

	
	Tuesday:
	﻿Psalms 42 (43)﻿ and ﻿56 (57)﻿
	﻿13.5﻿
	

	
	Wednesday:
	﻿Psalms 63 (64)﻿ and ﻿64 (65)﻿
	﻿13.6﻿
	

	
	Thursday:
	﻿Psalms 87 (88)﻿ and ﻿89 (90)﻿
	﻿13.7﻿
	

	
	Friday:
	﻿Psalms 75 (76)﻿ and ﻿91 (92)﻿
	﻿13.8﻿
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿Psalm 142 (143)﻿ and the Canticle from Deuteronomy divided into two sections
	﻿13.9﻿
	

	
	3. Canticle and “﻿praises﻿”
	﻿13.10﻿
	

	
	The canticle follows the variable psalms and follows the “﻿practice of the Roman Church﻿” (﻿13.10﻿). On Saturday, the canticle is actually the second section of the Canticle from Deuteronomy (﻿RB﻿ ﻿13.9﻿).
	
	

	
	﻿Psalms 148﻿, ﻿149﻿, ﻿150﻿
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	4. Reading and concluding prayers
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	A reading from the Apostle
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	A responsory
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Ambrosian hymn
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Gospel Canticle (probably the “﻿Song of Zechariah﻿”)
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Litany
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Conclusion
	﻿13.11﻿
	

	
	Lord’s Prayer (recited aloud by the superior)﻿19﻿
	﻿13.12﻿
	

	﻿34﻿; ﻿35﻿; ﻿40﻿
	III. PRIME (﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.2–4﻿; ﻿18.2–5﻿)
	
	

	
	(Sunday and weekdays)﻿20﻿
	
	

	
	1. Opening verse: “﻿God, come to assistance﻿”
	﻿17.3﻿
	

	
	2. Hymn
	﻿17.3﻿
	

	﻿35.2﻿; ﻿40.1–2﻿
	3. Psalmody (variable) (with or without refrain: ﻿17.6﻿; “﻿alleluia﻿” on Sunday: ﻿15.3﻿)
	﻿17.2﻿; ﻿18.2–5﻿
	

	(2 psalms with refrain; 1 psalm Monday: with alleluia)
	Sunday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (four sections)
	﻿18.2﻿
	

	
	
	Monday:
	﻿Psalms 1﻿, ﻿2﻿, ﻿6﻿
	﻿18.4﻿

	
	
	Tuesday:
	﻿Psalms 7﻿, ﻿8﻿, ﻿9A (9)﻿
	

	
	Wednesday:
	﻿Psalms 9B (10)﻿, ﻿10 (11)﻿, ﻿11 (12)﻿
	Psalms for Tuesday through Saturday inferred from ﻿RB﻿ ﻿18.5﻿
	

	
	Thursday:
	﻿Psalms 12 (13)﻿, ﻿13 (14)﻿, ﻿14 (15)﻿
	
	

	
	Friday:
	﻿Psalms 15 (16)﻿, ﻿16 (17)﻿, ﻿17A (18A)﻿
	
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿Psalms 17B (18B)﻿, ﻿18 (19)﻿, ﻿19 (20)﻿
	
	

	﻿35.3﻿; ﻿40.3﻿ (2 readings; 1 responsory)
	4. Reading (only one; note the difference from ﻿RM﻿)
	﻿17.4﻿
	

	
	5. Concluding prayers
	
	

	﻿40.3﻿
	Versicle
	﻿17.4﻿
	

	﻿35.3﻿; ﻿40.3﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany (“﻿Lord, have mercy﻿”)
	﻿17.4﻿
	

	
	Dismissal
	﻿17.4﻿
	

	﻿35﻿; ﻿40﻿
	IV. TERCE (﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.5﻿; ﻿18.1﻿, ﻿3﻿, ﻿7﻿, ﻿9﻿)
	
	

	
	1. Opening verse: “﻿God, come to my assistance﻿”
	﻿17.5﻿; ﻿18.1﻿
	

	
	2. Hymn
	﻿17.5﻿
	

	﻿35.2﻿; ﻿40.1–2﻿
	3. Psalmody (partial variability)
	
	

	(2 psalms with refrain; 1 psalm with alleluia)
	(with or without refrain: ﻿17.6﻿; “﻿alleluia﻿” on Sunday: ﻿15.3﻿)
	
	

	
	
	Sunday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.3﻿

	
	Monday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.7﻿
	

	
	Tuesday–
	
	
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿Psalms 119 (120)﻿, ﻿120 (121)﻿, ﻿121 (122)﻿ (inferred from ﻿18.9–10﻿)
	
	

	﻿35.3﻿; ﻿40.3﻿ (2 readings; 1 responsory)
	4. Reading (only one; note the difference from ﻿RM﻿)
	﻿17.5﻿
	

	
	5. Concluding prayers
	
	

	﻿40.3﻿
	Versicle
	﻿17.5﻿
	

	﻿35.3﻿; ﻿40.3﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany (“﻿Lord, have mercy﻿”)
	﻿17.5﻿
	

	
	Dismissal
	﻿17.5﻿
	

	(cf. ﻿RM﻿’s outline for Terce)
	V. SEXT (﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.5﻿; ﻿18.1﻿, ﻿7﻿, ﻿9﻿, ﻿10﻿)
	
	

	
	
	(Sunday and weekdays)
	

	
	
	Same structure as for Terce, except:
	

	
	Psalmody: (with or without refrain: ﻿17.6﻿; “﻿alleluia﻿” on Sunday: ﻿15.3﻿)
	
	

	
	Sunday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.3﻿
	

	
	Monday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.7﻿
	

	
	Tuesday–
	
	
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿Psalms 122 (123)﻿, ﻿123 (124)﻿, ﻿124 (125)﻿
	﻿18.9–10﻿
	

	(cf. ﻿RM﻿’s outline for Terce)
	VI. NONE (﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.5﻿; ﻿18.1﻿, ﻿7﻿, ﻿9﻿, ﻿10﻿)
	
	

	
	
	(Sunday and weekdays)
	

	
	
	Same structure as for Terce and Sext, except:
	

	
	Psalmody: (with or without refrain: ﻿17.6﻿: “﻿alleluia﻿” on Sunday: ﻿15.3﻿)
	
	

	
	Sunday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.3﻿
	

	
	Monday:
	﻿Psalm 118 (119)﻿ (three sections)
	﻿18.7﻿
	

	
	Tuesday–
	
	
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿Psalms 125 (126)﻿, ﻿126 (127)﻿, ﻿127 (128)﻿
	﻿18.9–10﻿
	

	﻿36﻿; ﻿41﻿
	VII. VESPERS (﻿RB﻿ ﻿13.12﻿; ﻿17.7﻿, ﻿8﻿; ﻿18.12–18﻿)
	
	

	(“﻿lucernaria﻿”)
	(Sunday and weekdays)﻿21﻿
	
	

	
	1. Introduction: (﻿RB﻿ makes no explicit references to either an opening verse or introductory psalms)
	
	

	﻿36.1﻿; ﻿41.1–2﻿ (4 psalms with refrain; 2 psalms with alleluia)
	2. Psalmody (variable) (with refrain: ﻿17.7﻿; “﻿alleluia﻿” is not used on Sunday: ﻿15.3﻿)
	﻿18.12–18﻿
	

	
	
	Sunday:
	﻿109 (110)﻿, ﻿110 (111)﻿, ﻿111 (112)﻿, ﻿112 (113)﻿
	﻿18.13﻿

	
	Monday:
	﻿113 (114–115)﻿, ﻿114 (116A)﻿, ﻿115 (116B)﻿, ﻿116 (117)﻿, ﻿128 (129)﻿
	﻿18.17﻿
	

	
	Tuesday:
	﻿129 (130)﻿, ﻿130 (131)﻿, ﻿131 (132)﻿, ﻿132 (133)﻿ (inferred from ﻿18.13–14﻿)
	
	

	
	Wednesday:
	﻿134 (135)﻿, ﻿135 (136)﻿, ﻿136 (137)﻿, ﻿137 (138)﻿ (omit ﻿133 [134]﻿: ﻿18.14﻿)
	
	

	
	Thursday:
	﻿138A (139A)﻿, ﻿138B (139B)﻿, ﻿139 (140)﻿, ﻿140 (141)﻿
	﻿18.16﻿
	

	
	Friday:
	﻿141 (142)﻿, ﻿143A (144A)﻿, ﻿143B (144B)﻿, ﻿144A (145A)﻿ (omit ﻿142 [143]﻿: ﻿18.14﻿)
	
	

	
	Saturday:
	﻿144B (145B)﻿, ﻿145 (146)﻿, ﻿146 (147A)﻿, ﻿147 (147B)﻿, (inferred from ﻿18.13–14﻿)
	
	

	
	3. Reading and concluding prayers
	﻿18.18﻿
	

	﻿36.1﻿; ﻿41.3﻿
	Reading
	﻿18.18﻿
	

	﻿36.1﻿; ﻿41.3﻿
	Responsory
	﻿18.18﻿
	

	
	Ambrosian hymn
	﻿17.8﻿; ﻿18.18﻿
	

	﻿36.1﻿; ﻿41.3﻿
	Versicle
	﻿18.18﻿
	

	﻿36.1﻿; ﻿41.3﻿
	Gospel Canticle (almost certainly the Magnificat or “﻿Song of Mary﻿”: ﻿Luke 1:47–55﻿)
	﻿17.8﻿; ﻿18.18﻿
	

	﻿36.1﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany
	﻿17.8﻿
	

	
	Lord’s Prayer
	﻿13.12﻿; ﻿17.8﻿
	

	
	Dismissal
	
	

	﻿37﻿; ﻿42﻿
	VIII. COMPLINE (﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.9–10﻿; ﻿18.19﻿)
	
	

	
	(Sunday and weekdays)
	
	

	
	1. Introduction: (﻿RB﻿ gives no explicit directions)
	
	

	﻿37.1﻿; ﻿42.1–2﻿ (2 psalms with refrain; 1 psalm with alleluia; 1 responsory)
	2. Psalmody (invariable) (without refrain: ﻿17.9﻿)
	
	

	
	
	﻿Psalms 4﻿, ﻿90 (91)﻿, ﻿133 (134)﻿
	﻿17.9﻿; ﻿18.14﻿; ﻿18.19﻿

	
	
	
	

	
	3. Hymn, reading and concluding prayers
	
	

	
	Hymn
	﻿17.10﻿
	

	﻿37.2﻿
	Reading
	﻿17.10﻿
	

	
	Versicle
	﻿17.10﻿
	

	﻿37.2﻿ (“﻿rogus Dei﻿”)
	Litany
	﻿17.10﻿
	

	(“﻿Lord, have mercy﻿”)
	Blessing
	﻿17.10﻿
	

	
	Dismissal
	﻿17.10﻿
	


The relation between RM and RB
In the liturgical code, as in other matters of monastic life and discipline, the chronological priority of ﻿RM﻿ over ﻿RB﻿ seems well established. In other words, the liturgical code of the Master (﻿RM﻿ ﻿33–49﻿) seems more primitive than the code outlined in Benedict (﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿).﻿22﻿ A couple of examples will help illustrate this point.

a) Sunday vigils. The more ancient monastic tradition of keeping vigils for Sunday involved praying through the whole night from Saturday evening until Sunday dawn. The ﻿RM﻿ has maintained this tradition: “﻿Every Saturday, vigils should be celebrated in the monastery from evening until the second sound of the cock-crow; then Lauds are said﻿” (﻿RM﻿ ﻿49.1﻿). In contrast, however, ﻿RB﻿ replaces the all-night vigil on Saturday-Sunday with an office at the end of the night that is very much like vigils on ordinary weekdays, only a bit longer (﻿RB﻿ ﻿11﻿).

b) Use of “﻿alleluia.﻿” ﻿RM﻿’s instructions for the use of the “﻿alleluia﻿” at the Liturgy of the Hours are extremely detailed (see ﻿RM﻿ ﻿39–45﻿). According to the Master, “﻿alleluia﻿” is to be used every day with at least some part of the office, except during the period from Epiphany to Easter. ﻿RB﻿, however, devotes but a brief chapter to the subject of “﻿alleluia﻿” (﻿RB﻿ ﻿15﻿). Moreover, Benedict restricts the use of “﻿alleluia﻿” to the following instances: Eastertide (﻿RB﻿ ﻿15.1﻿); the second six psalms of vigils on Sundays and weekdays (﻿RB﻿ ﻿15.2﻿); the hours of office on Sundays outside Lent, except for Vespers and Compline (﻿RB﻿ ﻿15.3﻿). The more prominent use of “﻿alleluia﻿” in ﻿RM﻿ appears to reflect an old monastic tradition that viewed the time after Pentecost as a kind of extension of the paschal season.﻿23﻿

These two examples, as well as other details analyzed extensively by de Vogüé,﻿24﻿ make it likely that ﻿RB﻿ used ﻿RM﻿ as a source for its liturgical code, and not vice versa. This does not mean, however, that Benedict relied exclusively on the Master for his liturgical material. For there is another source of vast importance in understanding ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿: the Roman Office.

Benedict and the Roman Office
In saying that the Roman Office was a source for ﻿RB﻿’s liturgical code, we need to be rather precise about what we mean by “﻿Roman.﻿” Two traditions existed simultaneously at Rome: one, the office as recited by urban monks in various churches in the City; another, the cathedral tradition of the Roman Church followed by clergy and laity. Characteristically, the Roman monastic offices included the common celebration of Vigils and the “﻿Little Hours﻿” (Terce, Sext, None). The Roman cathedral tradition was organized around the principal hours of Lauds and Vespers.﻿25﻿ Benedict uses the Roman monastic tradition as a basic source, though he occasionally manifests some influence from the cathedral tradition.﻿26﻿

It is important to notice, however, that while Benedict uses the Roman Office as a source, he changes it in some important respects. The following are a few examples of the way the liturgical code in ﻿RB﻿ has modified its Roman model.

a) Vigils and Vespers. At Rome, as in the ﻿RB﻿, the custom was to recite the entire psalter within a week’s time.﻿27﻿ But the Roman practice was to divide the weekly psalter between only two of the prayer-hours: Vigils and Vespers.﻿28﻿ Thus, ﻿Psalms 1–108 (109)﻿ were recited at Vigils each week, and ﻿Psalms 109 (110)–150﻿ were said at Vespers.﻿29﻿ This meant that the other hours of the Roman monastic office were composed primarily of invariable psalms repeated at the same hours each day.

Shortly before the appearance of the ﻿RB﻿, this Roman tradition of the weekly psalter had undergone a reform,﻿30﻿ What ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿ proposes is, then, a “﻿reform of a reform.﻿” Benedict maintains the principle of the weekly psalter, but introduces two significant modifications: (1) he limits the number of psalms at Vigils to twelve on all days, including Sunday, and reduces the number of psalms at Vespers from five (the Roman custom) to four; (2) since this reduction in the number of psalms at Vigils and Vespers left several unused, Benedict introduced variable psalmody at the hours of Lauds, Prime, Terce, Sext and None.﻿31﻿ These two changes—firm regulation of the number of psalms at Vigils and Vespers, and the introduction of variable psalms at the other hours—allowed Benedict to eliminate some of the repetitions in the Roman monastic office, while at the same time maintaining the principle of the weekly recitation of the psalter.

b) The “﻿third nocturn﻿” of Sunday Vigils. We have already seen that in the fourth century there developed a popular Sunday morning office known as the resurrection vigil. This practice from the cathedral tradition seems to have influenced Benedict’s arrangements for the “﻿third nocturn﻿” (third section) of Sunday Vigils. While the old Roman Office may have had something similar,﻿32﻿ it seems more likely that Benedict was influenced at this point by popular customs from Jerusalem, Constantinople and Milan. The presence of the hymn “﻿To you be praise﻿” (Te decet laus: ﻿RB﻿ ﻿11.10﻿) also points to the impact of Eastern liturgical forms on ﻿RB﻿.﻿33﻿

c) The Lord’s Prayer at Lauds and Vespers. Benedict’s insistence that the Lord’s Prayer be recited aloud by the superior at the conclusion of Lauds and Vespers (﻿RB﻿ ﻿13.12﻿) may also represent a departure from Roman custom, which directed that the Lord’s Prayer be recited silently at the end of Vespers.﻿34﻿ On this point it is possible to see the influence of Spanish liturgical customs of the sixth century.﻿35﻿

d) The presence of hymnody in ﻿RB﻿. At all the liturgical hours of both night and day, ﻿RB﻿ directs that a hymn (sometimes “﻿an Ambrosian hymn﻿”) be sung. This is interesting, because no Roman source earlier than the twelfth century mentions hymnody as a regular feature of the Liturgy of the Hours.﻿36﻿ It is possible that Benedict picked up this tradition of hymnsinging from other sources, notably Lerins or Milan.﻿37﻿

These few examples show that while the Roman monastic tradition was a major source of influence on the liturgical code in ﻿RB﻿, it was not the only one. Furthermore, Benedict did not hesitate to modify that tradition in significant respects.

Liturgical vocabulary in RB
The liturgical vocabulary found in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿ involves some rather technical terms. The list that follows is not meant to be exhaustive, but it does include some of the terms that are either difficult to translate into English or problematic because of a lack of certainty about their meaning in the sixth-century Latin used by Benedict. The list will indicate the Latin word, followed by a reference to its first appearance in the liturgical code of ﻿RB﻿; then the English rendering used in this edition will be cited and, finally, comments on its meaning will be given.

a) Ambrosianum (﻿9.4﻿). Translated here as “﻿Ambrosian hymn.﻿” This term, which occurs four times in the liturgical code (﻿9.4﻿; ﻿12.4﻿; ﻿13.11﻿; ﻿17.8﻿), is used to designate only the hymns assigned for Vigils (﻿9.4﻿), Lauds (﻿12.4﻿) and Vespers (﻿17.8﻿). When the hymn for other hours of the Divine Office is designated, Benedict uses the term hymnus (see, e.g., ﻿17.3﻿). We know that even in his lifetime Ambrose had a reputation for hymnwriting, partly because Augustine, his contemporary, makes admiring references to his work (﻿Aug. conf. 9,7﻿). Many hymns attributed to Ambrose, however, cannot definitely be proved authentic, since the bishop of Milan had many imitators, especially in the medieval period.﻿38﻿ For this reason it is difficult to know exactly which “﻿Ambrosian hymn﻿” Benedict had in mind.

b) Antiphona (﻿9.3﻿). Translated throughout the liturgical code as “﻿refrain(s).﻿” The exact meaning of antiphona (usually translated “﻿antiphon﻿”) has been widely disputed. An accurate interpretation of the term demands that we examine the manner of performing the psalmody in ﻿RB﻿.

In the early centuries of Christian worship, at least five different methods of performing psalmody were known. These included:﻿39﻿

1.     psalms sung by the whole congregation;

2.     psalms sung by a single person, while all others listened;

3.     psalms sung alternately by the halves of the congregation or by two choirs (“﻿antiphonal style﻿”);

4.     psalms sung by one person for one verse (or half-verse), with the congregation singing the next verse (properly speaking, a “﻿responsorial style﻿”);

5.     psalms sung with a soloist chanting the verses, while those assembled respond with a refrain (“﻿Alleluia,﻿” “﻿Amen﻿” or some other text; this too is a form of responsorial style).

It must be noted that a transformation of the antiphonal style (3, above) occurred. The ancient sense of “﻿antiphon﻿” referred to an alternation between two choirs (or two halves of the congregation). Later the term “﻿antiphon﻿” was used for a short text sung before and after a psalm or canticle. It is this latter sense of antiphon that has become familiar to most modern Christians.

Our question, of course, is, what did antiphona mean, particularly in monastic circles, in the epoch that produced the ﻿RB﻿? Various hypotheses have been advanced by scholars. In an article published in 1957, Corbinian Gindele argued that “﻿antiphon﻿” refers to a set of three psalms (thus, e.g., “﻿three antiphons﻿” would equal “﻿nine psalms﻿”).﻿40﻿ Although the proposal may seem preposterous, it is not to be dismissed out of hand. In the ancient Byzantine and Syrian liturgical traditions, for example, there is a tendency to group psalms together in sets of three or more.﻿41﻿ De Vogüé, however, has argued against Gindele’s interpretation, at least as it affects monastic sources like ﻿RM﻿ and ﻿RB﻿.﻿42﻿ According to de Vogüé, the meaning of “﻿antiphon﻿” in ﻿RM﻿ is simply this: “﻿one antiphon﻿” equals “﻿one psalm﻿”; the terms antiphonae, without further reference, and psalmi cum antiphonas are equivalent terms in ﻿RM﻿.﻿43﻿

But this still leaves us with the question: what sort of performance is implied by the expression “﻿psalm(s) with antiphon(s),﻿” which appears several times in ﻿RB﻿ (e.g., ﻿9.4﻿; ﻿11.4﻿; ﻿13.2﻿)? De Vogüé has argued that the manner of performing the psalmody used almost exclusively today (the psalm chanted between two sides of the choir) was not common in Benedict’s time. Rather, he maintains, the psalms were customarily recited by one or two soloists, with active participation by the assembly in the form of a “﻿response﻿” or “﻿antiphon.﻿” “﻿Antiphonal psalmody﻿” thus implied the use of a responsorial refrain with which the whole community responded as the soloist(s) chanted the verses of the psalm.﻿44﻿ Occasionally, indeed, the term “﻿antiphon﻿” refers only to the congregation’s refrain, as distinguished from the verses of the psalm.﻿45﻿ If this interpretation is correct, it means that the use of “﻿psalms with antiphons﻿” would have required a fairly large group of people who could reply with a refrain to the verses of a psalm chanted by one or two soloists.﻿46﻿ This may be the reason why ﻿RB﻿ directs that “﻿antiphons﻿” are not to be used if the community is small (cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.6﻿).

Thus ﻿RB﻿ seems to know two basic types of psalm-performance: (1) psalms “﻿with refrain (antiphon)﻿” or with “﻿alleluia﻿”; and (2) psalms “﻿without refrain (antiphon)﻿” (psalms chanted in directum: cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿12.1﻿; ﻿17.6﻿). The present translation renders the expression psalmi cum antiphonas by “﻿psalms with refrain﻿” (e.g., ﻿9.4﻿), in the hope of overcoming the mistaken impression that the later sense of “﻿antiphon﻿” often creates in the minds of modern readers. Benedict’s antiphona was not a short text recited only at the beginning and end of a sung psalm, but a refrain sung by the assembly in response to the verses of a psalm chanted by soloists. Sometimes this refrain was an “﻿alleluia﻿” (cf., e.g., ﻿RB﻿ ﻿9.9﻿; ﻿11.6﻿; ﻿12.2﻿).

Similarly, the present translation uses the phrase “﻿(psalm) without refrain﻿” to render the Latin psalmus sine antiphona, as well as the Latin psalmi directanei (﻿17.9﻿) and in directum psalluntur (﻿17.6﻿). This “﻿direct﻿” method of psalm-performance involved the recitation of a psalm, either by a soloist or by the entire assembly, without the use of any refrain or response.﻿47﻿ Thus the terms in directum, sine antiphona, and even the problematic decantandum (﻿9.3﻿) all seem to refer to the “﻿direct﻿” method of singing psalms without refrain.﻿48﻿

One final item should be noted before leaving the question of psalm-performance in ﻿RB﻿. Benedict uses a variety of words to express how the psalms are to be performed. Sometimes, for instance, he will say “﻿four psalms are sung﻿” (e.g.: “﻿Vespera … quattuor psalmorum modulatione canatur﻿” in ﻿18.12﻿), sometimes “﻿(psalms) are said﻿” (e.g.: “﻿reliqui omnes in vespera dicendi sunt﻿” in ﻿18.15﻿). It was the opinion of Cuthbert Butler that ﻿RB﻿ made no hard and fast distinctions in the use of words like dicere (‘﻿say﻿’), canere (‘﻿sing﻿’), cantare (‘﻿sing﻿’), modulare (‘﻿make music﻿’), and psallere (‘﻿chant [psalms]﻿’).﻿49﻿ Butler’s opinion seems to be a valid one, and it should be kept in mind while reading the present translation. When one reads that canticles at Sunday Vigils “﻿are said﻿” (﻿11.6﻿; Latin: “﻿dicantur … cantica﻿”), one should not interpret this as a prohibition against singing the canticles! Similarly, when one reads in the Latin text of ﻿RB﻿ ﻿11.3﻿, “﻿dicatur a cantante gloria﻿” (literally: “﻿said by the one singing“﻿), one should not assume that the cantor is being instructed to speak rather than sing. Benedict seems to have used these words freely, without following any rigid rules of classification between things spoken and things sung.

c) Benedictiones (﻿12.4﻿). Translated here as “﻿the Canticle of the Three Young Men﻿” (﻿Dan 3:52–56﻿, ﻿57–90﻿). The use of this same liturgical text as a part of the celebration of Lauds is found in ﻿RM﻿.﻿50﻿ It might also he noted that in the old Spanish liturgy, the Canticle of the Three Young Men was used at the Eucharist on Sundays and the feasts of martyrs.﻿51﻿ In the seventh century, for example, the Fourth Council of Toledo (a.d. 633) insisted on the singing of this canticle (against those priests who were neglecting it at Mass).﻿52﻿ It is possible that the liturgical use of the Benedictiones became popular as a result of influence from the Jerusalem church, where the canticle was sung at the Paschal Vigil.﻿53﻿ Finally, it should he observed that the sixth-century monastic tradition at Arles, represented by Bishops Caesarius and Aurelian, used this canticle at Lands during the Easter season.﻿54﻿

d) Canticum (﻿11.6﻿). Here translated as “﻿canticle(s)﻿” in every instance except at ﻿RB﻿ ﻿15.3﻿, where, by way of metonymy, it has been rendered “﻿Vigils.﻿” Benedict’s provision for the use of three canticles at Sunday Vigils (﻿11.6﻿) recalls the resurrection vigil at Jerusalem as described in Egeria’s Travels (Eger. ﻿peregr. 24,9–10﻿).

e) Laudes (﻿12.4﻿). In the plural this term has a technical meaning: ﻿Psalms 148﻿, ﻿149﻿, ﻿150﻿ (cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿12.4﻿; ﻿13.11﻿).﻿55﻿ (At ﻿RB﻿ ﻿16.5﻿, however, this technical meaning of laudes is not found; thus the word has been rendered “﻿praise﻿”). The use of the term laudes to refer to the last three psalms of the psalter probably stems from the fact that in the Vulgate the first (﻿Ps 148﻿) and the last (﻿Ps 150﻿) begin with the Latin word Laudate (“﻿Praise!﻿”).

f) Lectio, lectiones (﻿8.3﻿). Throughout the liturgical code these words have been translated “﻿reading(s)﻿” (cf. ﻿8.3﻿; ﻿9.5﻿; etc.). It seemed preferable to use “﻿reading﻿” rather than “﻿lesson﻿” in keeping with current English liturgical terminology. De Vogüé has noted that Benedict’s system of readings at the Divine Office differs from that of both ﻿RM﻿ and the Roman Office.﻿56﻿ For example, these latter two traditions place the readings at the end of the psalmody at weekday vigils, while ﻿RB﻿ places the readings between the two sets of six psalms at this office. Since ﻿RB﻿ provides us with no lectionary, we cannot be sure how Benedict distributed the Bible readings during the course of the Church year.

g) Matutini (﻿8.4﻿). Translated throughout the liturgical code as “﻿Lauds,﻿” the “﻿dawn﻿” hour of the Divine Office that follows Vigils in Benedict’s system. Similarly, the expressions matutinorum sollemnitas﻿57﻿ (﻿13.1﻿) and agenda matutina (﻿13.12﻿) have been rendered “﻿Lauds.﻿” In the past, matutini has sometimes been translated “﻿Matins,﻿” but this creates confusion, since, in later monastic parlance, “﻿Matins﻿” was used for what Benedict calls “﻿Vigils﻿” or “﻿Nocturns.﻿” Lauds and Vespers together form the two principal hinges of the Liturgy of the Hours, especially—though not exclusively—in the cathedral tradition. Benedict’s arrangement for Lauds (cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿12﻿, ﻿13﻿) is heavily indebted to the classical Roman Office, as the following comparison will indicate:﻿58﻿

	Roman
	﻿RB﻿

	
	﻿Psalm 66 (67)﻿

	﻿Psalm 50 (51)﻿
	﻿Psalm 50 (51)﻿

	Variable psalms
	Variable psalms

	﻿Psalms 62 (63)﻿, ﻿66 (67)﻿
	Variable psalms

	Canticle
	Canticle

	﻿Psalms 148–150﻿
	﻿Psalms 148–150﻿


As one can see, Benedict’s arrangement permits a bit more variability (two variable psalms each day), while keeping most of the elements familiar in the Roman Office: ﻿Psalm 50 (51)﻿; ﻿Psalm 62 (63)﻿ on Sundays (﻿RB﻿ ﻿12.3﻿); the canticle; the laudes. The practice of beginning Lauds with a psalm recited without refrain (cf. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿12.1﻿; ﻿13.2﻿—﻿Psalm 66 [67]﻿) may have been derived from the monastic tradition of Arles.﻿59﻿

h) Opus Dei. This term, hallowed in Benedictine tradition, does not actually appear in the liturgical code (﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–20﻿). It does surface in a number of places outside the code (e.g., ﻿RB﻿ ﻿7.63﻿; ﻿22.6﻿; ﻿43.t﻿; ﻿3﻿; etc.). In the liturgical code itself, other phrases are employed to refer to the Liturgy of the Hours or the Divine Office. For example, the title of ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8﻿ uses officium divinum (in the plural), here translated as “﻿Divine Office.﻿” The title of ﻿RB﻿ ﻿16﻿ has divina opera (in the plural), here translated as “﻿Divine Office﻿” (cf. ﻿19.2﻿). In ﻿RB﻿ ﻿16.2﻿ the term servitutis officia appears, here translated as “﻿obligations of service.﻿”﻿60﻿ Finally, in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.7﻿, the Greek liturgical term for an “﻿assembly﻿” (synaxis) appears in reference to Vespers only. Thus the present translation renders the Latin of ﻿17.7﻿ (“﻿Vespertina … synaxis﻿”) simply by “﻿Vespers.﻿” For a fuller account of the history of the term opus Dei, readers are referred to the almost classic article on the subject by Irenaeus Hausherr.﻿61﻿

i) Vespera (﻿13.12﻿: “﻿agenda … vespertina﻿”; ﻿15.3﻿). Translated throughout as “﻿Vespers.﻿” As is usually the case in the liturgical code, Benedict shows his indebtedness to the Roman Office in his format for Vespers. However, while the classical Roman Office had five psalms at this service, ﻿RB﻿ reduces the number to four.﻿62﻿ Vespers in ﻿RB﻿ also differs from the evening prayer described in ﻿RM﻿ ﻿36﻿ and ﻿41﻿, where six psalms are assigned for each day.﻿63﻿ It may also be noted that ﻿RM﻿ and ﻿RB﻿ differ in their terminology for this evening hour of the Divine Office. ﻿RM﻿ ordinarily uses lucernaria (literally, ‘﻿lamp-lighting﻿’) to refer to the hour of office and reserves vespera (‘﻿evening﻿’) as a designation for the time of day.﻿64﻿ On the other hand, Benedict never uses the term lucernaria. De Vogüé has written that the term lucernaria (or: lucernarium) seems not to have been known in Rome.﻿65﻿ There, Vespera was used to designate both time of day and the evening hour of the office (the counterpart of Lauds). Some scholars have argued that the presence of a term like lucernaria, in ﻿RM﻿ and other sources, is a sign of “﻿high antiquity.﻿” De Vogüé disputes this claim and insists that use of the term lucernaria simply indicates “﻿non-Roman provenance﻿” and nothing more.﻿66﻿ Thus, while the ancient Church certainly knew a “﻿lamp-lighting﻿” service of prayer and praise, the lucernaria of a sixth-century document like ﻿RM﻿ means simply “﻿the evening psalmody.﻿” ﻿RB﻿’s use of the alternative term, vespera, simply situates the document in the “﻿pure Roman﻿” tradition.﻿67﻿

j) Vigiliae (﻿8.3﻿). Translated here as “﻿Vigils.﻿” Besides vigiliae, a number of different terms are used in ﻿RB﻿ to indicate the night office: vigiliae nocturnae (﻿9.11﻿); nocturna laus (﻿10.t﻿); nocturnos (﻿15.2﻿); nocturnis vigiliis (﻿16.4﻿). All these terms have been rendered by the English “﻿Vigils﻿” in the present translation, with the exception of nocturna laus (“﻿Night Office﻿”: ﻿10.t﻿). The variance in terminology for this office in ﻿RB﻿ is reflected as well in other monastic sources of the same period. For example, Caesarius and Aurelian of Arles call the ordinary weekday night office nocturni, while reserving the term vigiliae for Saturdays, Sundays and feasts.﻿68﻿ ﻿RM﻿ keeps the term vigiliae for full-length vigils, i.e., for the vigils that begin on Saturday evening and end in the early hours of Sunday morning (﻿RM﻿ ﻿49﻿).

Some remarks have already been made about the difference between ﻿RM﻿ and ﻿RB﻿ in the matter of vigils. ﻿RB﻿’s abandonment of the “﻿all-night﻿” vigil distinguishes it from an almost universal custom among monks in the East, in Gaul and in Italy. Indeed, throughout the fifth and sixth centuries, one can say that monks kept the practice of all-night vigils not only on great festivals but weekly.﻿69﻿ How, then, can one explain Benedict’s departure from this sacrosanct custom?

De Vogüé has noted that, like the Roman Office, Benedict has replaced the all-night vigil (one spread throughout the entire night) with an office of fixed structure and predictable duration—an office that comes at the end of the night after the monks have had an opportunity for a full night’s sleep.﻿70﻿ Thus, while ﻿RM﻿ tries to maintain vigils at least on some occasions, ﻿RB﻿ rallies to the practice of Rome, where we seem to find the earliest evidence for abandoning vigils.﻿71﻿ It would be idle to speculate on the reasons why all-night vigils were abandoned in ﻿RB﻿. Suffice it to say that in calling his night office “﻿Vigils,﻿” Benedict is following a tradition which, in the opinion of de Vogüé, is just as ancient and legitimate as restriction of the term to the all-night office described in ﻿RM﻿.﻿72﻿

One final remark may be made on the subject of Vigils in ﻿RB﻿. While Benedict’s sources for the structure of weekday Vigils include ﻿RM﻿, the Roman Office and the tradition of Arles and Lerins, his source for Sunday Vigils is exclusively the Roman Office. Even so, Benedict has modified his Roman source. Whereas the Roman Office sometimes lengthened the first part of the psalmody for Sunday Vigils (12, 14 or 19 psalms), Benedict adhered strictly to twelve psalms for the entire office.﻿73﻿


 

Times and seasons in the Rule of Benedict
a) The Church year in the Rule of the Master. According to the provisions found in ﻿RM﻿, the year had two basic divisions: (1) winter: from the autumnal equinox until Easter; and (2) summer: from Easter until the autumnal equinox. This basic rhythm of two seasons is modified somewhat by a specifically religious and liturgical concern, the celebration of Easter. Easter is always the point at which the changeover from the winter season to the summer season occurs. It thus marks both the change of natural season (winter to summer) and the change of liturgical time (Lent to Paschaltide).﻿74﻿ Related to the Easter festival in ﻿RM﻿ is the Christmas-Epiphany cycle. Both Easter and Christmas are preceded by a period of penitential preparation. Eight days of fast and abstinence are observed before Christmas (﻿RM﻿ ﻿45.4–7﻿). As one might expect, the period of preparation for Easter is much longer. On the day after Epiphany, ﻿RM﻿ directs that the singing of “﻿alleluia﻿” be discontinued (﻿RM﻿ ﻿45.9﻿); at the same time, there begin the “﻿one hundred days﻿” of fasting before Easter (centesima Paschae: ﻿RM﻿ ﻿45.11﻿).﻿75﻿ Lent proper begins six weeks before Easter. ﻿RM﻿ also makes explicit reference to observances on the days of the “﻿paschal triduum﻿”: Holy Thursday (e.g., ﻿RM﻿ ﻿53.26﻿), Good Friday (e.g., ﻿RM﻿ ﻿53.47﻿) and Holy Saturday (e.g., ﻿RM﻿ ﻿53.47﻿). Moreover, ﻿RM﻿ refers to other prominent liturgical days like the Octave of Easter (﻿RM﻿ ﻿53.55﻿) and the Vigil of Pentecost (﻿RM﻿ ﻿28.45﻿).

The central focus of the week in ﻿RM﻿ is, of course, Sunday with its all-night vigil beginning Saturday evening, its celebration of the Eucharist, its provision for two meals, and its use of the “﻿alleluia.﻿”﻿76﻿

b) The Church year in ﻿RB﻿. ﻿RB﻿’s organization of the year is similar to that of ﻿RM﻿. There are two basic seasons, summer and winter (see, e.g., ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8–10﻿). Unlike ﻿RM﻿, however, ﻿RB﻿ is not uniform in its directions for the beginning of the winter season. Liturgically, winter begins on the “﻿first of November﻿” (﻿8.1﻿), while the winter season of fasting begins in September and the winter schedule for work begins on the first of October. It should be observed that the variable dates for the beginning of the winter season have their parallels in other monastic and ecclesiastical sources. For example, the Augustinian Ordo monasterii parallels ﻿RB﻿’s dating of Vigils during the winter season (Aug. ord.mon. 2).﻿77﻿

The Easter-Pentecost season is mentioned in the liturgical code (see, e.g., ﻿15.1﻿), as is Lent (﻿15.2–3﻿). But unlike ﻿RM﻿, ﻿RB﻿ is silent about the Christmas-Epiphany cycle.﻿78﻿ Nor are the days of the paschal triduum described. Further, as we have already noticed, ﻿RB﻿ has abandoned the weekly all-night vigil on Saturday-Sunday.

Of some interest is Benedict’s use of the term caput quadragesimae (translated here as “﻿the beginning of Lent﻿”: ﻿15.2﻿). This phrase appears four times in ﻿RB﻿ (﻿15.2﻿; ﻿41.6﻿; ﻿48.10﻿, ﻿16﻿). Caput quadragesimae was, of course, an expression frequently found in ancient liturgical books, where it ordinarily designated the sixth Sunday before Easter.﻿79﻿ But Benedict fails to supply any exact date for this beginning of Lent, nor does he repeat the mathematical calculations of ﻿RM﻿, which sought to make up the full complement of forty days in Lent by adding some supplementary fast days in advance of the sixth Sunday before Easter.﻿80﻿

Finally, it may be noted that while ﻿RB﻿ makes a general reference to saints’ days and festivals (﻿RB﻿ ﻿14﻿), there is no mention of specific saints or feasts (other than Easter and Pentecost) in the liturgical code.

c) The computation of time in ﻿RB﻿. A word should be said about the way ﻿RB﻿ computes the various hours of day and night (see, e.g., ﻿RB﻿ ﻿8.1﻿: “﻿the eighth hour of the night﻿”). In the ancient world there were two basic divisions to each day: the period from sunup to sundown (“﻿day﻿”), and the period from sundown to sunup (“﻿night﻿”). Each of these periods was divided into twelve segments called horae (‘﻿hours﻿’). There were, therefore, “﻿twelve hours of day﻿” and “﻿twelve hours of night.﻿” But since sunup and sundown varied constantly throughout the year, these hours would not always have been equal in length. For example, in the summer an hour during the day would have been longer than an hour during the night, for the simple reason that the nights are shorter at that time of year. Similarly, an hour during the day in summer would have been longer (roughly eighty minutes) than an hour during the day in winter (roughly forty minutes). Only at the two equinoxes would the hours of day and night have been nearly equivalent. Thus, the “﻿eighth hour of the night﻿” (﻿8.1﻿) would have varied, according to modern measurements of “﻿clock time,﻿” as much as forty minutes, depending upon whether the season was summer or winter.﻿81﻿ Because of these variables in the computation of time, the present translation has rendered the time references in the liturgical code literally (e.g., “﻿the eighth hour of the night﻿”: ﻿8.1﻿; “﻿the middle of the night﻿”: ﻿8.2﻿).

The Eucharist in RB
To the modern reader, the scarcity of references to the Eucharist in the ﻿RB﻿ may seem scandalous. The term eucharistia never appears in ﻿RB﻿, although it does occur in ﻿RM﻿ (﻿72.8﻿). But there are other differences between ﻿RB﻿ and ﻿RM﻿ in this matter as well. Some of these are discussed in the paragraphs that follow.

a) The Eucharist in ﻿RM﻿. The Master provides for the monks to receive Communion under both species each day. The abbot of the monastery, even if he is not an ordained cleric, is responsible for distributing the Eucharist. According to de Vogüé, this distribution took place “﻿at a Communion service held between part of the office—Sext, None or Vespers—and the common meal.﻿”﻿82﻿ Concerning this practice in ﻿RM﻿, de Vogüé goes on to comment:

This communion extra missam seems to have been performed according to a short rite of which the only part familiar to us is the kiss of peace. As for the eucharistic sacrifice, the monks appear to have attended it only on Sundays, and doubtless went to the parish church to do so. Mass was celebrated in the oratory of the monastery only on rare and special occasions, when the secular clergy were invited.﻿83﻿
That the ancient monks did not celebrate the Eucharist every day can be shown from literature both monastic and non-monastic.﻿84﻿ Even after the custom of ordaining large numbers of monks developed, priest-monks did not necessarily celebrate (or concelebrate) the Eucharist every day. A study of medieval monastic customaries, for example, has revealed that ordained monks frequently communicated with the rest of the community at the conventual Eucharist. It was certainly not considered obligatory for a priest-monk to “﻿say his Mass﻿” every day.﻿85﻿

b) The Eucharist in ﻿RB﻿. What, then, can be said about the celebration of the Eucharist in ﻿RB﻿? As we have seen, the liturgical code of ﻿RB﻿ makes no references at all to Mass. The term missa does appear in the code (﻿17.4﻿, ﻿5﻿, ﻿8﻿, ﻿10﻿), as well as in three places outside the code (﻿35.14﻿; ﻿38.2﻿; ﻿60.4﻿). But in none of these instances is it clear beyond all doubt that missa means “﻿Mass.﻿”﻿86﻿ At this period in the development of liturgical terminology, missa can simply mean ‘﻿dismissal﻿’ or the concluding blessings and prayers that are said before the conclusion of a liturgical service (whether Mass or office). The same thing can be said about the term oblatio, which does appear in ﻿RB﻿ but not in the liturgical code (﻿59.1﻿, ﻿8﻿). Although oblatio was used of the Eucharistic celebration in literature of the period, it does not necessarily have this meaning in chapter ﻿59﻿, where the subject is noble parents who want to present their sons to the monastery.﻿87﻿

One does find in ﻿RB﻿, however, the term communio. This word occurs three times, but never in the liturgical code. In ﻿RB﻿ ﻿63.4﻿, the monks are directed to approach the “﻿kiss of peace﻿” and the “﻿Communion﻿” according to their rank in the community. Almost certainly this is a reference to the reception of the Eucharist. But it does not necessarily refer to the celebration of Mass, since, as we have seen, ﻿RM﻿ gives similar instructions for the reception of Communion daily after office and before the meal. In other words, ﻿RB﻿ may simply be following ﻿RM﻿ at this point—a ritual of Communion (outside Mass) that includes the exchange of the kiss of peace.

Again, in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿38.10﻿, the term communio appears, this time in reference to the weekly reader at table. The reader is to be given a mixtum (a drink of wine, most probably) “﻿because of the holy Communion﻿” (propter communionem sanctam). Once more ﻿RB﻿ follows ﻿RM﻿, where a similar practice is mentioned (﻿RM﻿ ﻿24.14﻿). The reference in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿38.10﻿ may, then, signify a daily reception of the Eucharist along the lines indicated in ﻿RM﻿.﻿88﻿

Finally, communio occurs in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿38.2﻿ in the phrase post missas et communionem. De Vogüé seems to feel that this phrase means “﻿after Mass and Communion,﻿” especially since the verse (﻿38.2﻿) deals with Sunday.﻿89﻿ But as Eoin de Bhaldraithe has pointed out, missas here “﻿may very well mean the end of Sext, for this is exactly how it is described in 17, 13﻿” (﻿17.5﻿ according to the versification used in this edition).﻿90﻿ Even ﻿RB﻿ ﻿38.2﻿, then, may not actually be a reference to the full Eucharistic celebration, though de Vogüé’s opinion cannot be dismissed lightly.

Should we conclude that ﻿RB﻿ knows nothing at all about a Eucharist in the monastery, even on Sundays? Probably not. De Vogüé’s conclusion on the matter seems both sound and cautious. He writes: “﻿At most it is possible that a conventual Mass in St. Benedict’s monastery was celebrated on Sundays and feast days. But perhaps Mass was celebrated less often, even without fixed regularity.﻿”﻿91﻿

Psalmody and prayer in RB
Before concluding these notes on the liturgical code, some comments should be offered on the relationship between psalmody and “﻿prayer﻿” in ﻿RB﻿. ﻿RB﻿ ﻿20.4–5﻿ reads:

Prayer should therefore be short and pure, unless perhaps it is prolonged under the inspiration of divine grace. In community, however, prayer should always be brief; and when the superior gives the signal, all should rise together.
What is this “﻿short,﻿” “﻿brief﻿” prayer that Benedict describes in chapter ﻿20﻿? Earlier in the liturgical code, at ﻿RB﻿ ﻿17.5﻿, oratio (“﻿prayer﻿”) seems to be a global reference to the entire Divine Office.﻿92﻿ Do the references to prayer found in chapter ﻿20﻿ mean that the whole Divine Office should be characterized by brevity? Or is there another meaning for “﻿prayer﻿” in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿20﻿?

Some assistance in answering these questions may be sought in the ancient use of psalmody in both the monastic and the cathedral traditions. St. Athanasius, John Cassian and Egeria’s Travels all refer to the “﻿prayer﻿” that followed the singing of a psalm.﻿93﻿ The practice of offering prayer after the psalm was one way to “﻿Christianize﻿” the psalter. Prayer permitted the community to appropriate the meaning of the psalm in the light of Jesus’ life, ministry, mission and destiny. In the cathedral tradition especially, this “﻿psalm-prayer﻿” involved both a brief period of silent personal prayer following the psalm and a collect or oration said by the presiding minister. The so-called psalter collects developed significantly in the fifth to the seventh centuries. They were written down and circulated in a number of different churches.﻿94﻿

Whether or not such formal psalter collects were known in monastic circles is a debated point. While Cassian seems to be familiar with them, ﻿RB﻿ makes no clear references to these collects. Nor are Benedict’s allusions to the silent prayer after the psalms as clear as those found in the Master (see ﻿RM﻿ ﻿14.1﻿, ﻿20﻿; ﻿33.44﻿; ﻿55.6﻿, ﻿18﻿; ﻿56.3–7﻿). De Vogüé comments that, unlike the cathedral tradition, psalter collects may not have been customary in monastic circles.﻿95﻿ But at the same time he argues that silent personal prayer following the psalm was very much a part of the monastic tradition.

The references to prayer in ﻿RB﻿ ﻿20.4–5﻿ may, therefore, be an allusion to the monastic custom of prostrating for silent prayer after the psalm, even if no psalter collect was to follow. According to de Vogüé, these periods of silent prayer were an intrinsic part of the psalmody in monastic tradition.﻿96﻿ The psalms acted as invitations to prayer (the silent prayer of the heart). For in the older monastic practice, the psalm was not regarded as human homage rendered to God but rather as God’s message to humanity, awakening the response of prayer. Like other parts of Scripture, the psalms were readings that invited and encouraged the prayer of the heart. Thus the psalm (reading) awakened a response (interior prayer) that was sometimes gathered up into the words of a public prayer (psalter collect). This three-stage movement—reading, personal prayer, collect—was an important way for Christians to appropriate the deeper meaning of the psalms. Sometimes the “﻿Glory be to the Father﻿” was also used as a way to “﻿Christianize﻿” the psalter. The liturgical code of ﻿RB﻿ directs the use of the “﻿Glory be﻿” with the psalms (see, e.g., ﻿9.2﻿, ﻿6﻿; ﻿11.3﻿; ﻿13.9﻿; ﻿17.2﻿; ﻿18.1﻿).﻿97﻿

Summary
Overall, it can be said that the liturgical code in ﻿RB﻿ reflects both originality and faithfulness to the earlier monastic tradition. Benedict was not afraid to draw upon a variety of sources for his liturgical material: ﻿RM﻿, the Roman Office, the monastic tradition of Arles and Lerins, cathedral usages from Jerusalem, Milan, Spain. Nor was he hesitant about introducing new elements into the liturgy for monks (e.g., hymnody). While maintaining traditional elements (e.g., the weekly psalter from the Roman Office) he adapted and modified those elements, shaping them to his own purposes. ﻿RB﻿ is, therefore, a good example of the way Christians have remained faithful to a liturgical tradition precisely by adapting it to meet changing circumstances.
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