
Natural science in polemics between Jews and Christians (XII–XIV): preliminary notes 

Introduction 

For a long time the XII century was considered as a period of fundamental change in the 

methodology of Christian polemics and the time of birth of Jewish anti-Christian polemical 

tradition, in the form of treatises
1
. The controversy left the narrow confines of polemical 

treatises, the issues raised in polemical treatises have been discussed in university debates and in 

the theological works. The reception of Arabic scientific tradition
2
 and the application of the 

knowledge of Hebrew and Jewish religious philosophy was the main phenomena of cardinal 

methodological change of polemics. The addition of new layers of knowledge required the 

complete revision of the classical hierarchy of authorities. Our interest is confined generally to 

the role of scientific knowledge during this period. The main purpose of the dissertation research 

is to analyze various aspects of the application of scientific knowledge in the reasoning system 

both in the anti-Jewish and in anti-Christian polemics during the declared period. Focusing on 

published sources as well as on unpublished, I would like to reestablish the full evolution of the 

usage of scientific knowledge in the religious controversies of this type. 

In the preliminary investigation, we can mention only the particular use of scientific 

knowledge in the literature Contra Judaeos (sc. anti-Jewish polemical and apologetic treatises). 

In the course of the work we will use the fragments of different kinds of sources. The quotations 

from them are intended to note future trends of research. This kind of sources often represents a 

fictitious dialogue between a Christian and a Jew, the Jewish interlocutor’s arguments are often 

invented by the author or, in less number of cases, taken from the Jewish tradition he was 

familiar with. We are not working with a real dialogue, but only with its model, having a more or 

less wide range of potential recipients, we have to analyze at first mental schemes operated by 

the authors of such treatises. In our work we start from the premise that every point of view, 

which is not challenged by a Jew, can be the part of the Christian idea of their common world 

view with the Jews. The primary goal of the future research is to determine the legitimacy of 

scientific knowledge in a dispute with the Jews. By the term “scientific knowledge” we 

understand both contemporary to the authors scientific conceptions (especially, astronomy and 

astrology) and the elements of philosophy (especially, logics) and also the single cases of 

application of common sense (mainly for the early period). It should be noted that working with 
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such sources, except the few cases, we can not see the continuity between their authors, who 

have almost never cited each other, but this statement should not contradict the thesis of the 

continuity of the tradition of polemics at least from the beginning of the XII to the middle of the 

XIV c. In this regard, we consider that it is necessary to define the nature of existence of such 

sources in the medieval West during this mentioned period. The treatises of a new type, differing 

from the works of the early Middle Ages, but preserving the continuity of them
3
, had the wide 

distribution as a genre in the XII c. and reached perhaps its peak at the turn of the century. The 

beginning of the active study of the modern Jewish authors should be attributed to the 40's. of the 

XIII c.. The prerequisites of new trends in the controversy are several translations of Hebrew 

texts into Latin authorities, active learning the Hebrew and Talmud, as well as the emergence of 

the tradition of public debates between the Christians and the Jews. All this led to the appearance 

of a new genre in the controversy, namely, the Christian criticism of the Talmud: “Pharetra 

contra Judaeos” by Theobald of Cezanne (mid-XIII c.)
4
; “Pugio fidei”

5
 and “Capistrum 

Judaeorum”
6
 by Ramón Martí (c.1220–c.1285); “Tractatus contra Talomot” by Andrew of 

Escobar
7
 (beginning of XV c.)), based primarily on linguistic material of the authoritative Jewish 

body. At the end of the XIII c. we also do not see the recession of interest to the problem. The 

historiography of this issue is very poor
8
. 
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The nature of the sources and the general trends in the historiography have partially 

determined the structure of the future research. This work will be based on the following 

principle: at first, we will consider the aspect of the legitimacy of scientific knowledge of every 

author, then indicate changes in the polemic methods, and proceed to the presentation of the 

material polemic treatises. We divide the range of application of the polemics into three parts: 

the apology (the proof of the truth of Christianity or Judaism, where our investigations at this 

stage are the most fruitful), the criticism of Jewish or Christian beliefs and mythology, which 

was also actively developed by the authors of these treatises. 

 

Legitimacy 

What did the authors of polemical treatises think about the idea of rational proof in a dispute 

with the Jews? The legitimization of this method of argumentation was difficult. Gilbert Crispin, 

the Abbot of Westminster (1055–1117)
9
 speaking of the first centuries of Christianity, pointed 

out the negative consequences of actions of philosophers for the Christian faith. Such a 

declaration, however, did not prevent him from using in his treatise at least some elements of the 

rational nature of the teaching of his master Anselm of Canterbury (1033–1109), who 

proclaimed in the title of one of his treatises that faith is in search of reason. However, the 

contemporary of Gilbert, Peter Alfonsi
10

 did not raise this question. He applied all available 

scientific knowledge in a fictitious dispute with a Jew
11

. Peter Abelard (1079–1142)
12

, and 

Walter of Châtillon (1135–1200)
13

 also denied the possibility of using such a reservoir of 

knowledge. The anonymous author of «Dialogus»
14

 gave a certain legitimacy to the usage of the 

scientific knowledge: Jew’s criticism based on rational argument was directed against the 

Christian sacrament of baptism. 

However, in the treatise of Peter of Blois (1135–1204) this knowledge once again got a 

legitimate estimate trying to prove the immaculate conception of Christ; he cited the example 

and, in his opinion, the Jews had to trust to this text more than to their own scriptures. The 

astrologist Abu Ma’shar wrote that in the first decane of Venus the mother was born. According 

to Peter, he definitely meant Mary, who had been born and betrothed under the sign of Venus, 

and the Christians, as long as the Sun was in the sign of Venus, celebrated the birth of the 
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Virgin
15

. Thus Peter sought to make this fragment sounded friendly to the Jews, including 

astrology in the sphere of legitimate in a dispute with them. Peter’s contemporary Alan Lille 

(1125–1203) in his “Contra haereticos” refused to apply the rational proofs required by a Jew, in 

the matter of the Trinity and Christ's coming, because “miracles can not be explained by the laws 

of nature”. The use of only a limited number of rational arguments in the controversy with a Jew 

coexisted in the “Summa Quatripartita” with the active use of such arguments in polemics 

against the heretics and Muslims. 

This fragmentary references to the authority of philosophy and rational knowledge of the 

Jews in the writings of some authors still argue that such knowledge was involved regularly. The 

different attitude to this problem we can find in the works of the Archbishop of Toledo, Rodrigo 

Jimenez de Rada (arb. 1209–1247)
16

. Lucy Pick, in the article
17

 dedicated to the residence time 

of Michael Scott in Toledo, following Charles Burnett pointed out that the famous intellectual 

was strongly influenced by his surroundings, including the Archbishop himself. Pick founded 

that Rodrigo was the first who used the opposition natura naturans – natura naturata
18

. The first 

concept used to describe Creator who had an independent nature, the second referred to the 

entire created world. The application of this aspect in the controversy with Jews shows the 

legitimacy of using the ideas of the universe in this controversy, as we shall see below. The roots 

of this concept, according to Pick, are in the works of Alan Lille. It is known that in the 80s of 

the XII c. Rodrigo studied in Paris, where at the same time Alan worked. In the anti-Jewish part 

of the “Summa Quadripartita” we have not found any trace of the application of this concept, but 

it is presented in other works of Alan, for example Distinctiones dictionum theologicarum
19

. 

Hypothetically, Rodrigo could be familiar with the works of Alan. And he also could do 

something that was not possible for his teacher: to apply the rational evidence in a dispute with 

the Jews. The legitimacy of this method is evident in the «Dialogus»: treatise begins with the 

idea that philosophers in search of the first principle have come to the Supreme Intellect. 

Rodrigo recognizes the equality and the existence of similarities between the doctrines of the 

philosophers, the Christians, the patriarchs, the Jews and Saracens
20

. 
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The work of Rodrigo did not make a breakthrough in this area: the treatise was not 

widely used
21

. However, in the XIII c. controversy revealed a new trend: criticism of the 

Talmud, launched in the middle of the XIII c. Theobald of Cezanne, the author of the treatise 

“Pharetra contra Judaeos”, written in the wake of the famous debate 1242 in Paris, which was 

popular, but still remains unpublished, in the list of topics for a dispute with the Jews, shows that 

he is going to criticize the Jews’ errors in their interpretation of the creation of the world
22

. No 

much examples of using of the natural science we find in later treatises by Ramón Lull
23

 and 

Bernard Oliver
24

, for whom, however, the legitimacy of using at least with the elements of 

philosophy in the discourse with Jews is not in doubt. Another late treatise, “Triumphus” by 

Jacob Civeroso (written in 1334–1335)
25

, reflects not only the legitimacy of scientific 

knowledge, but also provides many examples of this. In his hierarchy of authorities Civeroso 

included Aristotle
26

 despite the fact that the use of his second main, and his name is often hidden 

behind a streamlined formulation inquit sapiens quidam
27

, which once again testifies to the 

continuing debate about the heritage of the Stagirite. Civeroso quotes the distorted text from 

writings of the philosopher (or distorts it himself); this fact allows us to put the question of the 

fate of the philosophical heritage of antiquity in the polemic literature, and of the character and 

forms of its existence. The formation of the legitimacy of rational truth could not be considered 

separately from the development of the theory of “double verity”
28

 (philosophical truth and 

theological one); this famous problem was partly resolved in the Thomas Aquinas’ works (whose 

authority for the late polemicists, at least for Civeroso, was not disputable). He admitted that 

methodology of philosophy and theology is completely different, but they differ only partly in 

their subject
29

. This compromise gives to the Christian polemicist an opportunity to appeal to the 

reason. 
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Method 

At first we need to note the changes of the logical unit in the form of presentation of the material 

in polemical treatises. Syllogism was not a new method in the list of medieval logic tools used in 

polemics. Boethius, whose syllogisms were exemplary, got some authority among the authors of 

polemic treatises. I must admit that before the end of the XIII c. a syllogism appears in the 

treatises unsystematically. The most common was this syllogism, which occurred at an early 

stage (Gilbert Crispin, William of Bourges)
30

: coming of the Messiah has required a miracle, the 

birth of the Messiah Jesus was wonderful, so he has been the true Messiah. In its most explicit 

form this tendency to shape the polemical work into a scientific treatise is shown in Ramón 

Lull’s work
31

. Each of the sermons in his «Liber praedicationis» is a detailed syllogism, whose 

major premise in the most cases is the doctrine of the Trinity, and minor remise is any 

commandment of the Old Testament
32

. The most obvious form of this method is presented in 

«Contra caecitatem Judaeorum» by Bernard Oliver. Each issue
33

 is divided into three or four 

rationes, each of them is treated as a separate syllogism. And Ramón and Bernard try to force a 

Jew to act within their own mental schema. However, the treatise lost the certain lightness, 

became less dialogic, that in fact had an impact on the effectiveness of its application in real life. 

Logical consistency of presentation was important due to another reason. Moses Maimonides 

(1135-1204) wrote in the «Guide of perplexed» that God has a power only over the thing, 

impossible in nature, but he has no power over logically impossible one
34

. This opinion, which 

almost immediately became authoritative, demanded from Christian polemicists to pay more 

attention to the logical unit. 

 

Apologetics 

Miracles and the principle of similarity. One of the most common arguments, which proved 

different dogmas in the Christian anti-Jewish polemical tradition was the miraculous nature of 

events described in the New Testament. This statement was based on the fact, that every event of 

the New Testament was anticipated in the Old. The first person, who pointed to the fact that Jews 

do not recognize the miracles performed by Christ, was Peter the Venerable (1092/1094–1156), 

who called polemicists to scrutinize the miracles of the Old Testament
35

. Caution of Peter did not 
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become a powerful argument for polemicists. An early example was the rejection of such an 

argument, contained in the «Dialogus» by Peter Alfonsi: the fact that Christ had risen, like Elisha 

and Elias, does not confirm that he was the son of God, but it shows only that in fact he was a 

prophet, but not the Son of God, as he called himself
36

. Despite the fact that such appeal 

eliminates the need for any kind of argument, Christian writers come up with the schemes that 

allow the Jews to imagine a Christian miracle. The possibility of this scheme is confirmed by the 

correlation of the divine, natural and artificial: men imitate nature, according to their capabilities, 

nature imitates God, wherever it may and must do it (thus this principle is formulated by Jacob 

Civeroso
37

). An early example of this kind of argument is the question of Peter Alfonsi to 

Moses
38

: why did the omnipotent God not create everything in one day, but this process lasted 

for six days? Peter cites the example of fire, in which various materials are burned not once, but 

each in its time, depending on its combustibility
39

. In the case of evidence of Trinity the most 

common method was an appeal to the triplicity of creatures, based on the theory of Augustine in 

“De Trinitate”
40

. Comparison of the three parts of the soul (reason, intellect and love) with the 

hypostases of the Trinity and their attributes (potency, sapience and will) appear in the Gilbert 

Crispin, Peter of Blois and Alan Lill
41

. Archbishop Rodrigo questioned the relevance of such 

arguments: according to a Jew, believer can honour not three, but 4 or 5 of the hypostases of the 

Trinity (including memory, reason or intellect). Rodrigo answers: memory is required to mortals 

who change with time, but God who is outside the time, does not need it
42

. Despite the fact that 

in the Barcelona disputation (1263)
43

, this argument provoked ridicule among the Jews as well as 

the  numerological evidence of Christians in whole, it is found in “Liber praedicationis” by 

Ramón Llul (where it is at the heart of the treatise), and in “Triumphus” by Jacob Civeroso who 

offers the equilateral triangle as a cognitive model of God
44

. 
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magic in Egypt. To the question of Peter, where were the prophets, Moses suggested that they are in heaven, and to 

that Peter replied that they could ascend there only through the acquaintance of magic (PL. Vol. 157. Col. 605,). The 

perception of Christ as a magician sounds distinctly in Nizzahon Vetus, where learning of magic again is associated 

with Christ's flight into Egypt (The Jewish-Christian Debate in the High Middle Ages. Critical edition of «Nizzahon 

Vetus». Ed. David Berger. (Philadelphia, 1979).). The demonization of Jews gets its development already in the 

polemical tradition, in particular, Guibert of Nogent (PL 156, 499–500.), but this trend gets its development 

especially in popular literature. 
36

 PL Vol. 157. Col. 562. 
37

 In the very text of Jacob we have found some interesting points which contradict to classical classification of 

medieval wonder by Caroline W. Bynum. See Caroline W. Bynum, “Wonder”, AHR, Vol. 102, №. 1, (1997) : 3–20. 
38

 It is very odd-sounding opinion in the context of the controversy with the Jews, who of course recognize the 

authority of the Old Testament. 
39

 PL.Vol. 157. Col. 574. 
40

 Augstinus De Trinitate libri quindecim, PL Vol. 42. Col. 903–908. 
41

 Gilbert Crispin. Disputatio Judei et Christiani ... P, 30. Peter : PL 210, 410; Alan : PL. Vol. 210. Col. 402. 
42

 CCCM. Vol. 72, p. 189. 
43

 Nahmanides. The Vikuah // Judaism on Trial. Ed. Hayim Maccoby. (London, 1982), p. 135. 
44

 Ms V. ff 3ra–3rb. 



Doctrinal problems One of the most important and controversial issues was the question of 

Trinity. Jacob Civeroso updates augustinian formulation of the creation of universe by God ex 

nichilo in first principle (sc. his son), adding to it the concept of yle
45

. In Civeroso’s argument is 

clearly evident the scheme, expressed through the terms of Aristotle in which God is the prime 

mover, that uses the harmonization of principle “Omne quod movetur ab alio movetur” (every 

moving body is moved by others)
46

 with the idea of God as the prime mover. Aristotle's principle 

of motion is used for example in Thomas Aquinas' “Summa contra Gentiles”, as the first 

evidence of the existence of God
47

. The spread of theories on the nature of primordial yle in XII 

c. became actual for the polemics against the Jews. Alexander Neckam (1157–1217) believed 

that the opinion of Thales that the first matter was water, was shared by the Jews
48

. A similar 

interpretation we find in the Archbishop Rodrigo’s work. The Jews, in his opinion, think that the 

spirit of God was moved upon the water, the original matter, creating, and warming it
49

. 

Neoplatonic interpretation, which sends us back to the school of Chartres, namely, Thierry of 

Chartres (died c. 1155)
50

, is evident. The Aristotle's theory of the eternity of the world was 

officially banned by Syllabus (1277) of bishop of Paris Etienne Tempier 
51

. The Doctrine of 

Creatio ex nihilo received its reinforcements in acts of IV Lateran Council (1215), the first 

decree of the Council was devoted to it
52

. The legitimacy of this strategy of argument depends on 

the amount of knowledge that medieval intellectual considered as common to Christians and 

Jews. 

One of the most important and controversial issues was the conception of original sin and 

its atonement by the sacrifice of Christ, in which the Jew did not believe, evident in “Dialogus” 

by Peter Alphonsi. Peter finds a scientific solution: first man was created at the same time simple 

(to ascend to the angels) and compound (to rule the world), and therefore immortal and mortal. 

Moses objected, that it was impossible for man, like for any other creature, to be both mortal and 

immortal. However, Adam was created at the same time of the most subtle elements, and the 

four essential elements. However, after the fall Adam was deprived of the finest elements of 
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which was created the body of Christ that helped him to ascend
53

. Jewish criticism of the 

Christian concept of original sin occupied an important place in polemics since the birth of the 

Jewish-Christian polemics in the XII c. Joel Rembaum compared the material on this kind of 

criticism from the XII to the XVII c
54

. But he made no attempt to search for Christian sources of 

this kind, which may also be the subject of analysis in our future work. 

 

Astrology and Cosmology 

A number of factors favored the use of such arguments, at first, a common consideration that 

Jews were astronomers. Peter Alfonsi, and Peter of Blois based their arguments on this opinion. 

Already in the XII c. was written an anonymous essay «Astronomia secundum Judaeos»
55

. 

Rodrigo Jimenez de Rada, when he talked to the Jew about the signs of miraculous birth of 

Christ, pointed out that the magi geometrically calculated the location of a new star
56

. At the end 

of the XIII c. significant number of astrological texts of Jewish origin were translated into 

Latin
57

. All this factors contributed if not to legitimacy, but to the spread of conception that the 

Jews were the experts in astronomy. The use of even the most superficial ideas about macrocosm 

helped Jacob Civeroso to explain polemical quotation of the Gospel (Mt 12, 40)
58

. Jew retorted: 

if, as claimed Civeroso, Christ was crucified on Friday at ninth hour, and rose in the first hour of 

Sunday, he remained under the ground not for 72 hours (3 days and 3 nights), but only for 40. In 

response Civeroso used the concept of artificial and natural days
59

. Civeroso proved his truth 

with the help of theory of the sphericity of the Earth and the hypothesis of the antipodes. Other 
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commentators of this fragment, such as Augustine
60

 and Nicholas of Lyra
61

 (c. 1270–1349) 

explaining this passage, spoke that the Evangelist used here the synecdoche. 

 

Сriticism 

The emphasis of this section from apologetics is conditioned both (in contrast to the apologetic 

sentences) by the difference of discussed subjects and by a fundamental difference in the use of 

certain arguments: Here it was possible to use the arguments based on scientific knowledge, not 

as illustrations to the arguments, based on the spiritual exegesis of sacred texts, but as a 

relatively independent argument, to which the words of Scripture served as an illustration. 

Jewish conception of divine anthropomorphism could become an element of potential 

dispute, to which Christian writers often did not pay attention. This theory was formulated in a 

treatise Shi’ur Qomah
62

, which was authoritative, at least until the time when Maimonides 

condemned it. The criticism of this concept by Peter Alfonsi is the lonely example known to us 

at early stage. At first, Moses pays attention to the view widespread among the Jews that God is 

in the West as the stars ascend in the East and descend in the West
63

. Peter refutes this view, 

based on the fact that the place of sunrise and sunset changes according to Earth's longitude
64

. 

All other authors whose works we have studied ignore such a rich field for debate. However, an 

use of the tradition of critics of the Talmud may allow us to find other points of criticism. 

However, we can note that, at least in the later Jewish polemical tradition (Nizzahon Vetus, 

XIIIc.) similar arguments have been used against Christians
65

 Such a concept is little known to 

Christian authors. Christian in the «Dialogus» of Pseudo-William of Champeaux mentions of the 

existence of the concept of divine anthropomorphism, but he attributes it to some «profanes» and 

not to the Jews
66

. 

Criticism of Jewish understanding of Messiah as a mortal man was a common subject in 

the debate. At an early stage we have found only denials based exceptionally on the text of 

Scripture. One of the first rational refutation of the view was offered by Rodrigo Jimenez de 
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Rada. According to his Jewish interlocutor, after the coming of the Messiah barren land will 

become a fertile one. Such a change may occur, only by the fact that the air should become more 

humid. However, changes of climate and of the qualities of elements are in the power of God, 

called by Rodrigo elementans
67

. Jew who agrees with this statement, says that the soul of the 

man Messiah, superior to the other the created spirits, could change the quality of elements. 

Disagreed with this statement, Rodrigo says that the soul can change the quality of other souls 

only by a persuasion, an admonition or an advice. Rodrigo also criticizes Jewish opinion that the 

Messiah and his descendants will live forever. Thanks to change of climate, they will eat fruits 

that will grow in abundance in their lands, and due to this diet, the proportion of essential humors 

in man will change that will bring him eternal life. The Jew can not disapprove the critics
68

. All 

the things that will be established after the coming of the man Messiah will be perishable, sc., in 

the formulation of Rodrigo, they will be subject to generation and corruption (we can say that 

Rodrigo operates with Aristotelian terminology). The man Messiah could not be created before 

the celestial bodies
69

, because, according to Genesis, luminaries were created on the fourth day, 

while every person on the sixth, as well as his name could not be created before the creation, 

because just Adam gave names to all creatures
70

. The last statement finds a match in one of 

quaestiones quodlibetales by Nicholas of Lyra (c. 1270–1349), where among the things created 

before the creation of the world, according to the Jewish tradition, he mentions the name of the 

Messiah
71

. Complete study of Jewish criticism of Christian sacraments can also be part of future 

study
72

. We suppose that development of criticism on this subject party can be connected with 

anti-Christian criticism of this sacrament. 

 

Mythology The refusal to debate at a high scientific level made a certain vacuum of knowledge 

about the Jews, which became a fertile soil for the development of the mythology about the 

Jews. Instead of a dispute the Christians offered their own versions, in which they could include 

arguments based on scientific knowledge. The myth of the mystical connection of the Jews and 

Saturn was widespread in late medieval literature. It is curious that in the classical work of 
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Panofsky, Klebansky and Saxl
73

 devoted to the perception of Saturn in the Middle Ages, it is 

said nothing about the mystical connection between Saturn and the Jews. Abu Ma'shar (787–

886) and Al Kabizi (X c.)
74

, assured that certain celestial body favours different peoples. For the 

first time in the Latin West this conception clearly sounded in “De Essentiis” by Hermann of 

Carinthia (c. 1100–1160). The stereotype about the melancholic Jew found certain place, though 

mostly not in the polemical literature
75

. The conflict provoked by the Jews or Muslims occurs 

due to the fact that Venus and Saturn are never on friendly terms (sc. their conjunction means 

trouble). The «Triumphus» by Civeroso
76

 includes a number of such statements. Jacob offers 

antithetical pair Sun – Saturn. Here he follows the idea that Saturn is the star of the Jews (still 

referred to Augustine). As the ecliptique and the orbit of Saturn are farther from Earth than the 

sphere and the orbit of the Sun, during the conjunction of the planets the Saturn joins the Sun, 

and during this connection Saturn’s light by its scale is comparable with the light of the Moon 

during a full moon (which, obviously, is a formal sign for reverence to the planet for the Jews)
77

. 

Civeroso demonstrates that this phenomenon is possible only thanks to the Sun
78

. Worshippers 

of Saturn, the higher (altiores) in the law (as well as Saturn, the farthest planet from Earth) are as 

slow in grasping of Christ as the motion of Saturn. In another passage, Saturn is identified with 

the Synagogue. In the first hour of Sunday, when the Sun is above the earth, Saturn is under it, 

that is why the synagogue, according to Civeroso, pays its attention exclusively to terrestrial 

things
79

. We would like to give a lot of attention in future work to the evolution of another myth 
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which is associated with the myth of Jewish attachment to Saturn, namely the myth of the “men's 

menses”, in his «medical» treatment related to the constitution of a melancholic person
80

. A 

number of Christian intellectuals developed serious scientific reasoning both in support of the 

thesis and against it; finally, the very emergence of this theory, although it has received some 

attention in the recent studies, deserves more detailed investigation. The elucidation of the 

correlation of these positions and their influence will also be a separate problem of the work. We 

want to note that for the XIII c. such a view was marginal: Jacques de Vitry (1160–1240) was the 

first who put forward the theological interpretation, while Albert the Great (1206–1280) and 

Bartholomew the Englishman (1203–1272) did not mention the motive of punishment of the 

Jews by the death of Christ; they spoke of it as a disease prevalent among Jews, thanks to 

malnutrition, which was caused by Jewish food prohibitions
81

. Such a solution was thematically 

adjacent to the criticism of the Jewish rites, which confirms our thesis that the debate went 

beyond the narrow confines of the genre of dialogue against the Jews; that fact expanded the 

potential domain of the search of such a controversy. 

 

Conclusion 

We have presented enough evidence, if not of the legitimacy of this kind of knowledge in 

polemics, but at least of the inextinguishable interest in this problem. We can note common 

tendences in all three aspects using for such kind of arguments: the apologetic proof of the truth 

of Christianity, criticism of Judaism, as well as the evolution the mythology about the Jews. In 

this paper we have analyzed only a poor part of potential research material: Christian polemical 

tradition and fragments of Jewish tradition. On the basis of this material we can formulate the 

perspectives of future research. We plan to expand in the future the source base
82

, primarily due 

to unpublished polemical treatises (whose authors critisize the Talmud), as well as to non-

polemical works based on which we could present different aspects of the common to Christian 

and Jews scientific picture of the world. The later authors developed the logical structure of 

polemical treatises, it provoked our interest to the study of the formation of logical toolkit that 

polemicists used and particularly of their using of scientific terminology. The popularity of such 

works as “Extractio rabby Moisi” allows us to estimate its role in Christian anti-jewish 

                                                                                                                                                             
Mesie ortus super terram, quoniam, qui de celo venit, super omnes est. Saturni vero hora sub terra depressa, 

quoniam terrene magis contemplatur ipsa sinagoga usque adhuc. Et circa terrena eius intencio velut Saturnus sub 

terra versatur, et quoniam in succesimis ipsa dies Dominica sequitur sabbatum, ita post lacionem Saturni ipsa 

sinagoga antiqua et venit proiecta, supervenit desursum nova Ecclesia”. Ms. V. f. 22ra. 
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polemics
83

. The precedent of the Talmud’s criticism from the standpoint of natural science, 

which examples of Peter Alfonsi and Rodrigo Jimenez de Rada have given, suggests the 

presence of similar material in polemical treatises by Theobald of Cezanne and Andrew of 

Escobar. The existence in the beginning of the XIII c. of the treatises, using scientific knowledge 

as a tool of argument, makes acquaintance with «Disputatio cum Simone Judaeo» by Peter of 

Cornwall very important. Sequential study of the existence of this tradition among Christians as 

well as the relevance to Jewish-Christian polemic of such a text as «Astronomia secundum 

Judaeos»
84

 will also be the subject of study. An important role will play the study of later biblical 

commentaries on the most polemical passages of the Bible, as well as quaestiones 

quodlibetales
85

 on the topics that we discussed above. Even a superficial acquaintance with these 

writings would help to present quite a full picture of the knowledge common to the Jews and the 

Christians, and the forms of its use in polemics. 
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