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For An­drew and Jon,
 with­out whom my arms would have fallen long be­fore the sun.




Þou þat sell­est þe worde of God,Be þou berfot, be þou schod,Cum nomore here.Inprincipio erat ver­bumIs þe worde of God, all and sum,Þat þou sell­est, lewed frere.
Hit is cursed sy­monieEþer to selle or to byeOny gostly þinge;Þer­fore, frere, go as þou come,And hold þe in þi hows at homeTil we þe almis brynge.
God­dis lawe ȝe reuerson,And mennes how­sis ȝe persen,As Poul beriþ wit­tnes.As myd­day deuelis goynge abowteFor money lowle ȝe lowte,Flat­teringe boyþe more and lesse.
—Anonymous, fifteenth century
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Preface
Prov­i­dence car­ries our lives, lib­er­ties and con­cern­ments in its hand every mo­ment. Your bread is in its cup­board, your money in its purse, your safety in its en­fold­ing arms; and sure it is the least part of what you owe, to record the favours you re­ceive at its hands.1

—John Flavel

The prov­i­dence that has brought this work into be­ing is re­mark­able. I owe it to the Lord to re­count his mer­cies, and per­haps in some mea­sure I owe this to the reader as well.
I was born into a Chris­tian fam­ily that em­pha­sized gen­eros­ity, and mul­ti­ple ser­mons from my child­hood on the topic of heav­enly trea­sures left an in­del­i­ble mark on me. In high school and col­lege, a larger phi­los­o­phy about the own­er­ship of ideas re­in­forced this pos­ture to­ward pos­ses­sions when I en­coun­tered the free and open source soft­ware move­ment, where I in­ter­acted per­son­ally with some of the more no­table thinkers in the field of free li­cens­ing, in­clud­ing Rich­ard Stall­man and Law­rence Les­sig. Com­plet­ing my higher ed­u­ca­tion, I con­tin­ued in that world pro­fes­sion­ally, work­ing on the An­droid Open Source Project, on Chro­mium, and in Goo­gle’s Open Source Pro­grams Of­fice.
I was in­tro­duced to Re­formed theol­ogy dur­ing an in­tern­ship in 2006 and came to af­firm the doc­trines of grace the fol­low­ing year. I did not im­me­di­ately make a dil­i­gent study of the mat­ter, but upon mov­ing to Cal­i­for­nia, I found a church—the same one I now pas­tor—that chal­lenged me to grow in that tra­di­tion. Study­ing through the Log Col­lege and Sem­i­nary, I was re­quired to write a the­sis but given the free­dom to take the time needed since the school op­er­ates with­out a se­mes­ter sched­ule. This pre­sented me with the op­por­tu­nity to an­swer ques­tions that had formed at the in­ter­sec­tion of my in­ter­ests in theol­ogy and in­tel­lec­tual prop­erty law. From this was born my the­sis on the do­rean prin­ci­ple,2 which I re­wrote as a book of the same name and pub­lished in 2021.3
Of the re­sponses it re­ceived, the one that most res­o­nated with me was the con­cern to see this prin­ci­ple echoed by theo­lo­gians of for­mer gen­er­a­tions. I also wanted much more than the scat­ter­ing of quo­ta­tions I had man­aged to pro­duce from the pages of his­tor­i­cal writ­ings. How­ever, as I fol­lowed the trail of ci­ta­tions, it be­came ev­i­dent that what I sought was largely in­ac­ces­si­ble, hid­den away in Latin theol­ogy un­der the ti­tle of si­mo­nia (si­mony). Tech­nol­ogy soon bridged that gap. Not only have on­line ar­chives of his­tor­i­cal works grown im­mensely, but the re­cent avail­abil­ity of large lan­guage mod­els to the pub­lic has en­abled sourc­ing, tran­scrib­ing, and trans­lat­ing worth­while works on the sub­ject at a scale pre­vi­ously un­imag­in­able. What is more, this study has be­come pos­si­ble at the very time that in­ter­est in re­trieval is grow­ing.
In all this, the hand of God is ev­i­dent. I have ne­glected count­less de­tails in this brief chronol­ogy, but even the few re­corded here show a dis­cern­ibly di­vine in­flu­ence that has pre­pared me for the present task. Calls to la­bor in un­tilled soil of­ten come out of sea­son so that an­other would en­joy the har­vest, and so it may be in my own case. But in the un­fath­om­able kind­ness of God, I sense that the church is ripe for this mo­ment as well.
Notes
1. Flavel, Di­vine Con­duct, pp. [210–11].
2. The do­rean prin­ci­ple: in the con­text of gospel proc­la­ma­tion, ac­cept­ing sup­port as any­thing other than an act of co-la­bor com­pro­mises the sin­cer­ity of min­is­try.
3. Owens, Do­rean Prin­ci­ple.
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Introduction
“There is hardly one sin in the world, whose na­ture is less known, and whose heinous­ness is less con­sid­ered, than the sin of si­mony.”1 These words be­gan the re­view of a work of re­trieval sim­i­lar to our own, and they are truer now than they were when they were com­posed over three and a quar­ter cen­turies ago. Si­mony once num­bered among the most dis­cussed sins in the Chris­tian tra­di­tion. It fea­tured prom­i­nently in canon­i­cal leg­is­la­tion from the pa­tris­tic pe­riod through the Mid­dle Ages, re­ceived am­ple treat­ment from nearly every ma­jor scho­las­tic theo­lo­gian, and en­tered the con­fes­sional stan­dards of the Ref­or­ma­tion. Yet to­day, it is vir­tu­ally for­got­ten. Most Chris­tians have never heard the word, and those who have tend to re­gard it as a relic of me­dieval cor­rup­tion with no bear­ing on the mod­ern church.
In the face of such ig­no­rance, we must be­gin our study as have those be­fore us, with the as­sump­tion that si­mony ex­ists. Scrip­turally, this ap­proach is war­ranted: though some may re­gard the trans­gres­sion of Si­mon Ma­gus (Acts 8:9–24), from whom the sin takes its name, as im­pos­si­ble to re­pro­duce af­ter the era of the apos­tles, bib­li­cal nar­ra­tive is given as an ex­am­ple to in­struct dis­ci­ples against temp­ta­tions that con­tinue to en­snare men in every age (1 Cor. 10:6; 2 Tim. 3:16). Meth­od­o­log­i­cally, this ap­proach is nec­es­sary: the se­ri­ous study of any topic pre­sup­poses a real ob­ject.2 How­ever, our start­ing as­sump­tion is not an ax­iom; we will dem­on­strate both the ex­is­tence and prev­a­lence of si­mony in due course, once we have suf­fi­ciently mapped out its bound­aries.3
Si­mony is an ear­nest de­sire to buy or sell some­thing spir­i­tual or some­thing an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing.4 This pre­cise for­mu­la­tion comes from Thomas Aqui­nas,5 though all its con­stit­u­ent parts had been well es­tab­lished by his time.6 Later school­men typ­i­cally adopted it with­out mod­i­fi­ca­tion. Even John Wyc­liffe, who quib­bled with mul­ti­ple fea­tures of the phras­ing, granted that its sense must be de­fended.7 Post-Ref­or­ma­tion Eng­lish trea­tises ren­der it di­rectly.8 We will there­fore pro­ceed with this re­ceived def­i­ni­tion.
The present work is an ex­er­cise in his­tor­i­cal theol­ogy, which is to be dis­tin­guished from theo­log­i­cal his­tory. Sev­eral his­to­ries from the past cen­tury ad­dress the prac­tice of si­mony,9 but con­sid­er­a­tion of its at­ten­dant theol­ogy is typ­i­cally in­ci­den­tal. A num­ber of short ar­ti­cles sum­ma­rize the doc­trine, and some larger works ex­plore nar­row as­pects of it, but none brings the mat­ter to­gether into a uni­fied ac­count.10 Ac­cord­ingly, we in­tend to sup­ply what is lack­ing and present a his­tor­i­cal theol­ogy of si­mony that is com­pre­hen­sive in scope with­out pre­tend­ing to be ex­haus­tive in de­tail.
Though our method is his­tor­i­cal, it will not be neu­tral, as we will pro­ceed from de­cid­edly Re­formed con­vic­tions. This is nec­es­sary since true neu­tral­ity is im­pos­si­ble. But more im­por­tantly, com­mit­ment to a gov­ern­ing per­spec­tive is pre­req­ui­site for such a work to bear any real fruit. Re­trieval should be con­ducted for the ben­e­fit of the church rather than for its own sake, and this re­quires a frame­work both sound enough to sup­port an hon­est read­ing of the his­tory and con­ge­nial to a peo­ple ea­ger to take up what is re­cov­ered un­der its guid­ance. The Re­formed tra­di­tion fur­nishes just that. This com­mit­ment will in­form which sources we con­sider and in what mea­sure. It will like­wise shape our con­clu­sions and sub­se­quent analy­sis.
Our in­quiry is di­vided into six parts. Part I ad­dresses his­tor­i­cal con­sid­er­a­tions, both the his­tory of the doc­trine of si­mony and our ap­proach to his­tor­i­cal theol­ogy and re­trieval. Part II ex­pounds the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony, clause by clause: some­thing spir­i­tual, some­thing an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing, to buy or sell, and an ear­nest de­sire. Part III turns to min­is­te­rial main­te­nance, set­ting the bound­aries of licit ex­changes in the gift, giv­ing, and re­ceiv­ing. Part IV gath­ers and pre­sents the bib­li­cal pas­sages that ear­lier gen­er­a­tions most fre­quently ad­duced to es­tab­lish and re­in­force the doc­trine. Part V con­sid­ers the cen­sure of si­mony, both the na­ture of the sin in gen­eral and its an­cient clas­si­fi­ca­tion as a spe­cies of her­esy. Part VI of­fers sev­eral fo­cused analy­ses of the his­tor­i­cal doc­trine in light of present cir­cum­stances.
While the doc­trine of si­mony may not be widely known or un­der­stood to­day, there is no rea­son it must re­main so. More­over, we have every rea­son to ex­pect that its re­trieval would bring sub­stan­tial bless­ing. The Prot­es­tant Ref­or­ma­tion it­self be­gan in a dis­pute over the sale of spir­i­tual things. What new ref­or­ma­tion awaits the church if she learns again to dis­cern this sin in its present forms?
Notes
1. “Re­view of The Anat­omy of Si­mon Ma­gus,” 502.
2. “On ac­count of the con­ta­gion of this dis­ease, the Church must guard against it all the more war­ily. In treat­ing si­mony, then, one must pre­sup­pose that it ex­ists.” Wyc­liffe, De si­mo­nia, cap. 1 (2:1–4).
3. Adopt­ing the same strat­egy, the Pu­ri­tan Henry Bur­ton con­ceded that he “may seem to usurp the math­e­ma­ti­cian’s priv­i­lege, in beg­ging a sup­po­si­tum, that such a thing there is, as si­mony.” Bur­ton, A Cen­sure of Si­monie, 1.
4. “stu­diosa vol­un­tas emendi et ven­dendi ali­quid spir­i­tuale vel spir­i­tu­ali an­nexum.”
5. Aqui­nas, ST II‑II, q. 100, a. 1.
6. E.g., Ray­mond of Pe­ña­fort, Summa de poe­ni­ten­tia, lib. I, tit. I, § I (p. 2); Al­bert the Great, In Sent. IV, d. 25, a. 2 (p. 88a).
7. Wyc­liffe, De si­mo­nia, cap. 2 (14:13–15, 23–28). Trans­lat­ing Wyc­liffe’s trea­tise, Ter­rence A. Mc­Veigh re­ported that “Through­out the sec­ond chap­ter Wyc­lif seems to have Aqui­nas’ ex­po­si­tion of the sub­ject be­fore him.” Wyc­liffe, On Si­mony, 61n1.
8. E.g., “Si­mony is an ear­nest de­sire of buy­ing or sell­ing any spir­i­tual thing, or that which is an­nexed to that which is spir­i­tual.” Bur­ton, A Cen­sure of Si­monie, 2.
9. The full­est nar­ra­tive his­tory re­mains We­ber, A His­tory of Si­mony in the Chris­tian Church, though it reaches only to Charle­magne and treats the prac­tice rather than the doc­trine.
10. The lit­er­a­ture di­vides among stud­ies of par­tic­u­lar pe­ri­ods, e.g., Meier-Wel­cker, “Die Si­monie im frü­hen Mit­te­lal­ter”; canon­is­tic analy­ses, e.g., Leinz, Die Si­monie; and dis­crete ques­tions. On the term si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis, see Le­clercq, “Si­mo­ni­aca here­sis”; Rosé, Si­mon le Ma­gi­cien hé­ré­siar­que?. On the va­lid­ity of si­mo­ni­a­cal or­ders, see Gil­christ, ‘Si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis’; West, “The Si­mony Cri­sis”. On si­mo­ni­a­cal en­try into re­li­gious life, see Lynch, Si­mo­ni­a­cal En­try.


Historical Considerations


Chapter 1
A Brief History of Simony
No com­pre­hen­sive his­tory of si­mony ex­ists.1 Pub­lished his­tor­i­cal in­ves­ti­ga­tions are lim­ited to par­tic­u­lar ranges of his­tory and of­ten fo­cus on po­lit­i­cal con­tro­ver­sies and so­ci­o­log­i­cal im­pli­ca­tions. Such an ap­proach does lit­tle to trace how the doc­trine it­self took shape or to aid in our own theo­log­i­cal de­vel­op­ment.
What fol­lows is a brief sur­vey of the his­tory of si­mony, de­signed to cover the rough clus­ters of sources that we will con­sult in sub­se­quent chap­ters. While other treat­ments may fo­cus on the in­sti­tu­tional di­men­sions of si­mony, our ap­proach will de-em­pha­size these in fa­vor of high­light­ing the most sig­nif­i­cant theo­log­i­cal in­flu­ences. We may di­vide these in­flu­ences his­tor­i­cally into four broad streams: the church fa­thers, the me­dieval canon­ists and school­men, the Re­form­ers and their pre­cur­sors, and the Eng­lish di­vines of the six­teenth and sev­en­teenth cen­turies.
The Church Fa­thers
The early pa­tris­tic era pro­duced many af­fir­ma­tions of the prin­ci­ple that grace must be of­fered freely, but fewer treat­ments of si­mony as a dis­crete prob­lem. The fa­thers fre­quently ref­er­enced the be­hav­ior of Si­mon Ma­gus in Acts 8 when ad­dress­ing the spir­i­tual dan­gers of av­a­rice, but be­fore the con­cil­iar leg­is­la­tion of the fifth cen­tury, ex­tended dis­cus­sion of the buy­ing and sell­ing of holy things as such re­mains lim­ited, though not al­to­gether ab­sent.
Re­gard­ing fi­nan­cial trans­ac­tions in or­di­na­tions, sev­eral hand­fuls of ex­am­ples may be cited. As early as the sec­ond cen­tury, Ter­tul­lian’s de­scrip­tion of the Chris­tian as­sem­bly in­cludes a pointed re­mark on the in­teg­rity of its lead­er­ship that sug­gests an aware­ness of such cor­rup­tion else­where: “Ap­proved el­ders pre­side, hav­ing ob­tained that honor not by pur­chase but by tes­ti­mony; for no thing of God is ob­tained by price.”2 Basil of Cae­sa­rea con­fronted the prob­lem more di­rectly, re­buk­ing those who took money from can­di­dates for or­di­na­tion, con­tend­ing that those who sell the free gift of God are stripped of its grace, as though sold to Sa­tan them­selves.3
Church coun­cils be­gan to ad­dress si­mony early on. Even be­fore the trin­i­tar­ian de­bates of Ni­caea (325), the Synod of El­vira (305) for­bade any fee as­so­ci­ated with bap­tism.4 The sec­ond canon of the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon (451) ad­dressed com­merce in or­di­na­tions and es­tab­lished spe­cific pen­al­ties:
If any bishop has per­formed an or­di­na­tion for money and has sold a thing which is not ac­quired ex­cept by grace, and for money has or­dained a bishop or pro­vin­cial bishop or pres­byter or dea­con or any of those who are counted among the clergy, or for money re­ceived has ap­pointed a stew­ard or de­fender or door­keeper or any­one of this kind for the sake of shame­ful gain—who­ever is proved to have done this shall be in dan­ger of los­ing his own rank; and he who is or­dained shall de­rive no ben­e­fit from the or­di­na­tion which pro­ceeded through a com­mer­cial trans­ac­tion, but shall be a stranger to the dig­nity or of­fice which was en­trusted to him for money. And if any­one is seen to have acted as a go-be­tween in such shame­ful and wicked deal­ings, he too, if he is a cler­gy­man, shall be de­graded; if a lay­man or monk, let him be anath­e­ma­tized.5

This would be­come the cor­ner­stone of all later canon law re­gard­ing the mat­ter.
How­ever, it is with Greg­ory the Great that the theo­log­i­cal treat­ment of si­mony gath­ered force. Greg­ory was the first to ap­ply the term si­mo­ni­a­cus to the buy­ing and sell­ing of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fices, coin­ing the ex­pres­sion si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis (“si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy”) that would dom­i­nate sub­se­quent dis­course.6 He first used the term on March 11, 591, in a hom­ily on the Gos­pels,7 but he de­vel­oped the moral con­se­quences of this sin in a let­ter to the bish­ops of Gaul in 599.8 For Greg­ory, si­mony is a cor­rup­tion and her­esy “con­demned in its very ori­gin by apos­tolic de­tes­ta­tion.”9
With­out Greg­ory’s in­flu­ence on theol­ogy, in the words of one bi­og­ra­pher, “the evo­lu­tion of the form of me­di­ae­val Chris­tian­ity would be al­most in­ex­plic­a­ble.”10 Nor is his au­thor­ity con­fined to the me­dieval pe­riod. The Re­form­ers gen­er­ally re­spected “Pope Greg­ory” as the last of the le­git­i­mate bish­ops of Rome.11 John Cal­vin cited him ex­ten­sively—and fa­vor­ably—through­out his In­sti­tu­tio, more than any other save Au­gus­tine.12 Yet for all the breadth of his in­flu­ence, in hardly any area was Greg­ory’s leg­acy more pro­nounced than in that of si­mony, where the vo­cab­u­lary and con­cep­tual frame­work he es­tab­lished would dom­i­nate the dis­course for over a mil­len­nium. 
The Me­dievals
Af­ter the time of Greg­ory the Great, Chris­tian­ity in­creas­ingly spread out­ward from the cities into the coun­try­side. Whereas churches near ur­ban cen­ters were typ­i­cally founded di­rectly by the dio­cese and sup­ported from its own re­sources, the ru­ral churches that now mul­ti­plied across the West owed their ex­is­tence to no­bles who built them upon their es­tates.13 This of­ten en­tailed a pro­pri­etor­ship at­tended by a mea­sured con­trol over ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal func­tions, es­pe­cially the se­lec­tion of church of­fi­cers, whether by di­rect ap­point­ment or priv­i­leged rec­om­men­da­tion. Such rec­om­men­da­tions would come to be known as pre­sen­ta­tions. The broader au­thor­ity bound up with di­rect own­er­ship and as­so­ci­ated en­dow­ments would be called the right of pa­tron­age. By the eighth cen­tury, the vast ma­jor­ity of parish churches across West­ern Eu­rope had come to be treated as the pri­vate prop­erty of the wealthy on whose es­tates they stood.14 It was also in the eighth cen­tury that the sev­enth ec­u­men­i­cal coun­cil, the Sec­ond Coun­cil of Ni­caea (787), de­creed its own pen­al­ties on si­mony be­fore quot­ing Chal­cedon’s canon 2 in full.15
The prob­lem in­ten­si­fied in the ninth cen­tury with the dis­so­lu­tion of the Car­o­lin­gian dy­nasty. As the pro­tec­tion of prop­erty de­volved upon lo­cal mag­nates, even bish­oprics and ab­beys ceded the em­i­nent do­main of their es­tates to lay pro­tec­tors in ex­change for se­cu­rity. Though de­bated in mod­ern schol­ar­ship, this has tra­di­tion­ally been de­scribed as the rise of “feu­dal­ism.”16 Re­gard­less, the gen­eral re­gime of lay own­er­ship over churches grew stead­ily, and along with it fi­nan­cial ne­go­ti­a­tions in ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal po­si­tions. By the end of the tenth cen­tury, si­mony was en­demic. Of­fices were rou­tinely bought and sold like any other as­set, and those who ac­quired them re­couped the out­lay by charg­ing for bless­ings, or­di­na­tions, and sac­ra­ments.17
In the early elev­enth cen­tury, there arose a num­ber of con­certed move­ments against si­mony.18 As con­cerns grew, they reached the high­est lev­els of im­pe­rial power, cap­tur­ing the at­ten­tion of Henry III. At the Coun­cil of Pa­via in Oc­to­ber 1046, en route to the synod of Sutri and his cor­o­na­tion in Rome,19 Henry sum­moned the arch­bish­ops and bish­ops of his realm and ad­dressed them:
I be­gin to speak to you in mourn­ing, you who have been set in the place of Christ in his Church, which he him­self es­poused and re­deemed by the price of his own blood. For just as he, by his free good­ness, deigned to come from the bo­som of God the Fa­ther through the Vir­gin to re­deem us, so he gave charge to his own, send­ing them into the whole world, and said: Freely you have re­ceived, freely give. For you, cor­rupted by av­a­rice and cu­pid­ity, who ought to con­fer these things by the Lord’s bless­ing, are cursed, ac­cord­ing to the most sa­cred canon, for this kind of trans­gres­sion in giv­ing and re­ceiv­ing. For my own fa­ther, too, for the peril of whose soul I greatly fear, ex­er­cised this same dam­na­ble av­a­rice ex­ces­sively in his life­time. There­fore, who­ever among you knows him­self con­tam­i­nated by this stain ought, by the pro­vi­sion of the canons, to be barred from sa­cred min­is­try. It is there­fore per­fectly clear that, on ac­count of this of­fense, var­i­ous ca­lam­i­ties have come upon the sons of men, namely fam­ine and pes­ti­lence, and also the sword. For in­deed every ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal or­der, from the high­est pon­tiff down to the door­keeper, is weighed down by the price of its own dam­na­tion; and, ac­cord­ing to the Lord’s own word, in all things spir­i­tual rob­bery is ram­pant.20

This speech would set the tra­jec­tory of the church for cen­turies. In the near term, the threat of wide­spread ca­lam­ity on hu­man­ity it­self would fur­nish the im­pe­rial gov­ern­ment with theo­log­i­cal cover for in­ter­ven­tion in ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal af­fairs. Be­yond this, theo­lo­gians, canon­ists, and church au­thor­i­ties would con­tinue to en­gage the mat­ter with a fo­cus un­par­al­leled by any other time in his­tory.
The Si­mo­ni­a­cal Or­ders Con­tro­versy (1046–1060)
By the au­tumn of 1046 the pa­pacy it­self was in dis­ar­ray, with three ri­val claim­ants: Ben­e­dict IX, Syl­ves­ter III, and Greg­ory VI. In De­cem­ber Henry III pre­sided along­side Greg­ory VI at the Synod of Sutri, and on the twen­ti­eth of that month, Syl­ves­ter was con­demned as an in­truder into the Holy See and de­posed. Henry ex­pected Greg­ory to for­mally as­cend, but Greg­ory ad­judged him­self re­moved when it emerged that he had pur­chased the pon­tif­i­cate from Ben­e­dict. A Ro­man synod three days later de­clared Ben­e­dict de­posed in turn, leav­ing the see va­cant. On 24 De­cem­ber 1046, Suid­ger of Bam­berg, who had ac­com­pa­nied Henry from Ger­many, was elected Pope Clem­ent II. The fol­low­ing day, Christ­mas, he was con­se­crated and crowned Henry as em­peror.21
The fol­low­ing month, Jan­u­ary 1047, the new pope con­vened a Lat­eran synod with Henry in at­ten­dance—a nat­ural con­tin­u­a­tion of the re­form pro­gram in­au­gu­rated at Sutri. There, a ques­tion was raised: though in­no­cent of si­mony them­selves, what was to be done with the clergy that a si­mo­niac had or­dained? Clem­ent con­cluded that those who had know­ingly re­ceived or­ders from a si­mo­niac were to per­form forty days of pen­ance and there­after con­tinue in the of­fice they had re­ceived.22 Clem­ent died in Oc­to­ber of that year, but the im­por­tance of his judg­ment would be­come ap­par­ent soon af­ter.
In Feb­ru­ary 1049, Leo IX was elected pope. Gen­er­ally re­garded as lay­ing the ground­work for the Gre­go­rian re­form, he im­me­di­ately took up, at the Lat­eran synod of April 1049, the ques­tion of those whom si­mo­ni­acs had or­dained. Leo first de­clared all such or­di­na­tions null, but the priests of Rome and many bish­ops pro­tested that si­mony was so prev­a­lent that this would leave the basil­i­cas de­void of min­is­try. Af­ter long de­bate, Clem­ent’s ear­lier judg­ment was re­counted, at which point, Leo re­lented and with­drew his sen­tence.23
Yet Leo did not let the mat­ter rest. The ques­tion came up again in the next Lat­eran synod (1050).24 Af­ter this, at the Synod of Ver­celli (1050), the pope went as far as to re-or­dain such priests, im­ply­ing that their for­mer or­di­na­tion was in­valid. Be­ing re­buked there, he asked for­give­ness, but then be­ing re­proached at Rome for yield­ing, he fell back into the same prac­tice.25 At the Lat­eran synod of 1051 he begged the as­sem­bly to pray for di­vine guid­ance on the mat­ter.26
This ap­peal led Pe­ter Da­mian to pub­lish the let­ter known as Liber gra­tis­si­mus (1052), ar­gu­ing for the va­lid­ity of or­ders for those or­dained gra­tis by si­mo­ni­acs. Five years later, Hum­bert of Silva Can­dida wrote against this view with Libri tres ad­ver­sus si­mo­ni­a­cos (1057), ar­gu­ing against any le­git­i­macy to the spir­i­tual ac­tiv­i­ties of si­mo­ni­acs, re­quir­ing that any or­dained by them be de­posed or or­dained anew.27
Al­though this ques­tion grew acute in the elev­enth cen­tury, it was not en­tirely new. For one, Greg­ory the Great had al­ready con­cluded that such or­di­na­tions were le­git­i­mate.28 More fa­mously, the de­bate was, in sub­stance, a re­play of the Don­a­tist con­tro­versy of the fourth and early fifth cen­turies. Un­der per­se­cu­tion, some clergy had handed over their Scrip­tures, an act sig­ni­fy­ing the re­nun­ci­a­tion of the faith, and the Don­a­tists in­sisted that sac­ra­ments ad­min­is­tered by these tra­di­tores were void, and that those bap­tized or or­dained by such men must re­ceive the rites anew. This rig­or­ist po­si­tion may be la­beled “Cyp­ri­anic,” af­ter Cyp­rian of Carthage, to whose writ­ings the Don­a­tists ap­pealed. Au­gus­tine, whose view ul­ti­mately pre­vailed, ar­gued the con­trary, lo­cat­ing the ef­fi­cacy of the sac­ra­ments in the work rather than the worker (ex opere op­er­ato vs. ex opere op­er­an­tis, in the ter­mi­nol­ogy of later school­men).
Though the de­bate did not sub­side im­me­di­ately af­ter­ward, we may mark the Lat­eran synod of 1060 un­der Nich­o­las II as grant­ing its ul­ti­mate res­o­lu­tion with its sec­ond canon, which per­mit­ted those or­dained gra­tis by si­mo­ni­acs to re­main in the or­ders they had re­ceived.29 This mea­sure was granted as a tem­po­rary dis­pen­sa­tion, and the canon for­bade any suc­ces­sor to make a rule of it,30 but it would be pre­served by the pri­mary au­thor­i­ta­tive com­pi­la­tion on si­mony writ­ten in the twelfth cen­tury.31
It is pos­si­ble to over­state the level of con­tro­versy on this mat­ter. While there was cer­tainly de­bate over the prac­ti­cal han­dling of those or­dained by si­mo­ni­acs, ev­i­dence of thor­ough­go­ing rig­or­ism out­side of Hum­bert is scant. No other canon­ist fol­lowed him ex­plic­itly in his con­clu­sions.32 More­over, ev­i­dences for a rig­or­ist move­ment pre­ced­ing Sutri have been sub­stan­tially dis­cred­ited by more re­cent schol­ar­ship.33 
The In­ves­ti­ture Con­tro­versy (1076–1122)
Even­tu­ally, at­ten­tion turned up­stream, from si­mony it­self to the lay in­flu­ence at the root of its spread. The fo­cal point be­came lay in­ves­ti­ture: the au­thor­ity of a civil ruler to ap­point clergy, sym­bol­ized by his be­stowal of the ring and staff that marked the con­fer­ral of of­fice. The mat­ter reached its cri­sis point un­der Greg­ory VII, who sought to re­verse this claim to au­thor­ity. Cat­a­logu­ing the prin­ci­ples of what would come to be known as the Gre­go­rian re­form in his Dic­ta­tus pa­pae (1075), he claimed that the pope alone held uni­ver­sal au­thor­ity, with the power to de­pose not only bish­ops but even em­per­ors.34
Con­cern over lay in­ves­ti­ture had al­ready sur­faced be­fore Greg­ory, even among sev­eral of the afore­men­tioned par­ties. When Leo IX, then Bruno of Toul, was se­lected as pope by Henry III in 1048, he ac­cepted only on the con­di­tion that his elec­tion be con­firmed by the clergy and peo­ple of Rome.35 Like­wise, the third book of Hum­bert’s Ad­ver­sus si­mo­ni­a­cos ar­gued that lay in­ves­ti­ture not only en­cour­aged si­mony but was it­self in­her­ently si­mo­ni­a­cal. To be­stow the ring and the staff pre­sup­poses pos­ses­sion of the pas­toral au­thor­ity they sym­bol­ize; in con­fer­ring them by the power of the sword, the civil ruler im­poses the in­vested man into the clergy by vi­o­lence.36 Like Greg­ory, Hum­bert saw the true na­ture of au­thor­ity re­versed, and it was ul­ti­mately con­ten­tion over pa­pal su­prem­acy that led him to ex­com­mu­ni­cate the pa­tri­arch Mi­chael Ce­ru­lar­ius, trig­ger­ing the Great Schism of 1054.37 Whether his theol­ogy lay di­rectly be­hind Greg­ory’s cam­paign re­mains un­proven,38 but the two were as­so­ciates be­fore Greg­ory’s pa­pacy, and the par­al­lels be­tween the Dic­ta­tus pa­pae and Hum­bert’s work are pro­nounced.39
Jan­u­ary 24, 1076, marks the for­mal be­gin­ning of the in­ves­ti­ture con­tro­versy.40 On that date, Henry IV con­vened a synod at Worms, at which a ma­jor­ity of the Ger­man epis­co­pate re­nounced their obe­di­ence to the pope. From this as­sem­bly, Henry dis­patched a let­ter to Rome call­ing on Greg­ory to re­sign.
Greg­ory re­sponded at his own Lenten synod the fol­low­ing month. On Feb­ru­ary 22, he ex­com­mu­ni­cated Henry through a prayer to St. Pe­ter, de­pos­ing him from the king­ship and re­leas­ing all Ger­mans and Ital­ians from any past or fu­ture oath of fi­del­ity sworn to him. It was at this same synod, a few days ear­lier—some­time be­tween Feb­ru­ary 14 and 20—that the word “si­mony” (si­mo­nia) it­self may have made its first ap­pear­ance, in the ex­com­mu­ni­ca­tion of one Her­mann, bishop of Vi­enne.41 Henry re­sponded in kind on March 27, send­ing an ex­panded ver­sion of his let­ter that now greeted its re­cip­i­ent as “now not pope but false monk” and con­cluded, “de­scend, de­scend, to be damned through the ages.”42
How­ever, Greg­ory’s of­fen­sive proved de­ci­sive. With Ger­man princes al­ready mov­ing to elect a suc­ces­sor in his place, Henry had lit­tle choice but to seek rec­on­cil­i­a­tion. He se­cretly crossed the Alps—avoid­ing hos­tile Ger­man dukes who wanted to pre­vent his re­in­state­ment—and, in late Jan­u­ary 1077, pre­sented him­self as a pen­i­tent be­fore Greg­ory at the cas­tle of Ca­nossa, where af­ter three days he was ab­solved. The king who had set out to de­pose the pope now sub­mit­ted to him and be­came, in ef­fect, a ser­vant of the church.43 With the po­lit­i­cal ground se­cured, Greg­ory is­sued ad­di­tional de­crees in 1078 and 1080 for­bid­ding any cleric from re­ceiv­ing sym­bols of au­thor­ity and clergy from a lay­man.44
Much more tran­spired be­fore the con­tro­versy ran its course—Greg­ory ex­com­mu­ni­cated Henry a sec­ond time in 1080, Henry in­stalled the an­ti­pope Clem­ent III and marched on Rome, and Greg­ory him­self died in ex­ile at Sa­lerno in 1085—but the de­tails lie be­yond our present con­cern. The dis­pute reached a more durable end at the Con­cor­dat of Worms (1122), where Henry V re­nounced in­ves­ti­ture with ring and staff. From a Prot­es­tant per­spec­tive, ex­chang­ing civil au­thor­ity over the church for pa­pal su­prem­acy hardly rep­re­sents clear prog­ress, yet by strip­ping no­bil­ity of the power to ap­point church of­fi­cers, the end of lay in­ves­ti­ture ef­fec­tively mit­i­gated the most ex­plicit forms of si­mony.
The Clas­si­cal Pe­riod of Canon Law (1140–1234)
Of course, as rights of pa­tron­age con­tin­ued, si­mony through lay in­flu­ence con­tin­ued as well, as did many other forms of si­mony. How­ever, these for­mer con­tro­ver­sies had whet­ted an ap­pe­tite for in­sti­tu­tional re­form and like­wise pro­duced an ex­pand­ing body of canon law ad­dress­ing the mat­ter. This ush­ered in the clas­si­cal pe­riod of canon law.
The be­gin­ning of this pe­riod is marked by the com­ple­tion of Gra­tian’s De­cre­tum, con­ven­tion­ally dated to ca. 1140.45 This ac­com­plish­ment has earned Gra­tian the ac­co­lade “fa­ther of canon law” for draw­ing con­cil­iar leg­is­la­tion and tra­di­tional pro­nounce­ments into a sin­gle, di­alec­ti­cally ar­ranged com­pen­dium. The very first causa of the work is a long and ded­i­cated body of judg­ments on si­mony, sig­nal­ing the cen­tral­ity of the topic.
From this point, canon law as a dis­ci­pline un­der­went a for­mal­iza­tion, giv­ing rise to ded­i­cated guilds and a reg­u­lated prac­tice with ed­u­ca­tional re­quire­ments and oaths of ad­mis­sion.46 This pro­fes­sion­al­iza­tion brought wider rec­og­ni­tion of si­mony and stronger mea­sures against it. Re­li­gious so­ci­eties, which had pre­vi­ously been lax on the mat­ter, be­gan to en­force rules against pay­ments for en­try.47 In the thir­teenth cen­tury, even hos­pi­tals—them­selves or­ga­nized as re­li­gious so­ci­eties—some­times re­quired of en­trants an oath that they had not ob­tained their place by si­mony.48
Less than a cen­tury af­ter the De­cre­tum, Greg­ory IX com­mis­sioned a new com­pi­la­tion, the Dec­re­tales, un­der­taken by Ray­mond of Pe­ña­fort and pro­mul­gated in 1234. De­signed to be the of­fi­cial com­pi­la­tion of pa­pal de­crees, it would re­main in force among Ro­man Cath­o­lics un­til 1918. It came to be known as the Liber ex­tra since its con­tents func­tioned as an ad­di­tion to Gra­tian’s De­cre­tum. Only the third ti­tle of the fifth book is ded­i­cated to si­mony,49 but it at­tracted a sub­stan­tial body of com­men­tary, en­sur­ing its for­ma­tive in­flu­ence on the sub­ject.
By many ac­counts, the De­cre­tum and the Liber ex­tra form the book­ends of the clas­si­cal pe­riod of canon law. They be­came the foun­da­tional ref­er­ence points for vir­tu­ally all sub­se­quent treat­ments on the sub­ject of si­mony, whether scho­las­tic, proto-Re­former, Ro­man Cath­o­lic, or Prot­es­tant. Even when cit­ing ear­lier au­thor­i­ties on the topic—Am­brose, Au­gus­tine, Je­rome, Greg­ory the Great, etc.—au­thors of­ten did not quote them pre­cisely as re­corded di­rectly in their works, but as trans­mit­ted by these two com­pen­di­ums. Al­ter­na­tive end dates for the clas­si­cal pe­riod have been pro­posed to ac­com­mo­date later de­vel­op­ments, as sig­nif­i­cant works of canon law con­tin­ued to ap­pear, most no­tably the Liber sex­tus, com­mis­sioned by Bon­i­face VIII and named as the work fol­low­ing the five books of the Liber ex­tra. None of these, how­ever, treated si­mony with sim­i­lar depth, and more im­por­tantly, none had sim­i­lar im­pact on the study of the topic. 
The Rise of the Uni­ver­si­ties (1150–1215)
The schools that emerged in the Mid­dle Ages fea­tured such a di­ver­sity that the no­tion of the me­dieval uni­ver­sity re­sists def­i­ni­tion.50 Un­der suf­fi­ciently broad pa­ra­me­ters, there were doz­ens,51 though only a hand­ful—Bo­lo­gna, Paris, Ox­ford, and a few oth­ers—dom­i­nate the his­tor­i­cal lit­er­a­ture. We might cen­ter the def­i­ni­tion on the ex­is­tence of a guild of mas­ters and/or stu­dents.52 These ex­er­cised po­lit­i­cal in­flu­ence over the uni­ver­sity and were typ­i­cally or­ga­nized into “na­tions,” sub­groups re­flect­ing the re­gion of ori­gin of their mem­bers.53 The term that came clos­est to our mod­ern con­cept of a uni­ver­sity was stu­dium gen­erale, though it did not be­come a tech­ni­cal ex­pres­sion un­til the four­teenth cen­tury.54 From the late thir­teenth cen­tury, pa­pal or im­pe­rial en­dorse­ment was re­quired to achieve this sta­tus.55
The cur­ric­u­lum of me­dieval uni­ver­si­ties be­gan with the seven lib­eral arts: the triv­ium (gram­mar, logic, and rhet­o­ric) and the quad­riv­ium (arith­me­tic, geom­e­try, mu­sic, and as­tron­omy). Upon mas­ter­ing this pre­par­a­tory foun­da­tion, stu­dents could ad­vance to one of the three higher fac­ul­ties: med­i­cine, law (both canon and civil), or theol­ogy. Our in­ter­est lies with theol­ogy—the “queen of the sci­ences”—since this is where the doc­trine of si­mony was most fully de­vel­oped. This fo­cus en­tails a ge­o­graphic dis­tinc­tion as well: while canon law had its seat at Bo­lo­gna, where both Gra­tian and Ray­mond of Pe­ña­fort had taught, much of the theo­log­i­cal work that con­cerns us came out of Paris and its Eng­lish off­shoot, Ox­ford. It is at these cen­ters in par­tic­u­lar that scho­las­ti­cism thrived and where the great­est minds flour­ished who would give si­mony its doc­tri­nal ar­tic­u­la­tion, such as Thomas Aqui­nas (Paris) and John Wyc­liffe (Ox­ford).
It was like­wise at Paris that Pe­ter Lom­bard com­pleted his Sen­ten­tiae (ca. 1155–57),56 a work con­sist­ing prin­ci­pally of cat­e­go­rized pro­nounce­ments com­piled from church fa­thers. It func­tioned as a sys­tem­atic theol­ogy text­book, and through the rest of the Mid­dle Ages, theo­log­i­cal train­ing in the uni­ver­si­ties con­sisted largely of lec­tures on the Sen­tences, with the most ac­com­plished theo­lo­gians pro­duc­ing their own com­men­tar­ies on it. With over a thou­sand known com­men­tar­ies, it stands as the most fre­quently an­a­lyzed work of Chris­tian lit­er­a­ture out­side the Bible it­self.57 This con­cen­tra­tion came at the ex­pense of di­rect en­gage­ment with Scrip­ture, draw­ing crit­i­cism early on58 and more point­edly in the Ref­or­ma­tion. Mar­tin Lu­ther, him­self hav­ing lec­tured and com­mented on the Sen­tences, once af­firmed the judg­ment that Pe­ter Lom­bard was the great­est theo­lo­gian, add­ing that he was like­wise a great man and “had he chanced upon the Bible, he would with­out doubt have been the great­est.”59 How­ever, for our pur­poses, such res­er­va­tions about Lom­bard’s work are nei­ther here nor there. His value to the de­vel­op­ment of the doc­trine of si­mony lies less in his method than in the long tra­di­tion of com­men­tary on it that he set in mo­tion. By treat­ing the topic in dis­tinc­tion twenty-five of the fourth book of his Sen­tences, he en­sured that gen­er­a­tion af­ter gen­er­a­tion of school­men would be obliged to ad­dress it in turn. 
The or­ganic de­vel­op­ment of the uni­ver­si­ties com­pli­cates at­tempts to date their ori­gins,60 but for any given in­sti­tu­tion, one can trace a se­ries of for­mal bench­marks. For ex­am­ple, the Uni­ver­sity of Paris re­ceived its first royal char­ter from Philip Au­gus­tus in 1200, and its first pa­pal priv­i­lege bull from Greg­ory IX in 1231. Per­haps 1215 gives us the most in­ter­est­ing mark­ers to con­sider. In that year, Rob­ert of Cour­son pro­mul­gated his stat­utes for Paris, the first reg­u­la­tions to des­ig­nate the stu­dium a uni­ver­si­tas,61 and the Fourth Lat­eran Coun­cil ex­plic­itly sided with Lom­bard on a trin­i­tar­ian de­bate, thereby se­cur­ing the Sen­tences as the stan­dard for theo­log­i­cal ed­u­ca­tion.62 
The Reg­u­la­tion of Ac­a­demic Fees (1179–1215)
Me­dieval uni­ver­si­ties shaped the doc­trine of si­mony not only in pro­vid­ing the ac­a­demic arena for its for­ma­tion, but also in sup­ply­ing an il­lu­mi­nat­ing case study in the econ­omy of re­li­gion. At the lead­ing schools, dif­fer­ent mech­a­nisms of sup­port yielded cor­re­spond­ingly dif­fer­ent in­sti­tu­tional forms. The school at Bo­lo­gna was largely stu­dent-run be­cause the mas­ters took their pay di­rectly from the stu­dents.63 The com­mune, the cor­po­ra­tion of cit­i­zens that gov­erned Bo­lo­gna, even­tu­ally took over the bur­den by sal­ary­ing the doc­tors out of civic funds.64 The school at Paris, by con­trast, evolved a mag­is­te­rial gov­er­nance be­cause fi­nan­cial lev­er­age cen­tered around in­cep­tion, that cer­e­mony by which a newly li­censed teacher was for­mally in­cor­po­rated into the guild of mas­ters.65 These pri­mary mech­a­nisms, how­ever, hardly ex­hausted the fi­nan­cial pic­ture. Any me­dieval uni­ver­sity drew on a va­ri­ety of rev­enue streams.66
The sale of teach­ing li­censes was a pri­mary point of con­ten­tion. The li­cen­tia do­cendi dem­on­strated an ac­a­demic pro­fi­ciency that per­mit­ted one to in­struct oth­ers in the schools. Though con­tem­po­raries did not broadly la­bel the sale of teach­ing li­censes “si­mony,” some have termed it scho­las­tic si­mony on ac­count of the sim­i­lar­ity to si­mony in or­di­na­tions.67 The shared ap­peal to Mat­thew 10:8 is also no­table.68 Alex­an­der III re­peat­edly pro­hib­ited the sale of teach­ing li­censes, but did so most widely in the Third Lat­eran Coun­cil (1179), canon 18.69 Liber ex­tra, 5.5, De mag­is­tris—two ti­tles af­ter 5.3, De si­mo­nia—would be ded­i­cated to this topic. Alex­an­der had first taken up the cause on March 16 of 1166 or 1167,70 and al­most three dec­ades ear­lier, canon 17 of the Coun­cil of West­min­ster (1138) had con­demned the sim­i­lar prac­tice of a mas­ter’s let­ting his school out to be taught in by an­other.71
Alex­an­der con­nected the sale of teach­ing li­censes to a broader prin­ci­ple that knowl­edge it­self should not be sold.72 In the afore­men­tioned canon 18 of Third Lat­eran, Alex­an­der also re­quired that cathe­dral schools staff a ben­e­ficed mas­ter in or­der that he may pro­vide free ed­u­ca­tion to the clergy and the poor.73 The con­vic­tion be­hind this de­mand was al­ready cur­rent and would soon harden into a com­mon dic­tum: “Knowl­edge is a gift of God, there­fore it can­not be sold” (sci­en­tia do­num Dei est, unde vendi non po­test).74 By Alex­an­der’s de­cree, schools such as the one at Paris—then the cathe­dral school of Notre-Dame—were, at least os­ten­si­bly, free of charge.75
Alex­an­der’s man­date, how­ever well-funded in other re­gions, came up against the lim­its of avail­able re­sources in Paris. Alex­an­der’s hand was forced to make spe­cial ex­cep­tions for the Chan­cel­lor of Notre-Dame in 1174, and the prob­lem was so per­sis­tent that In­no­cent III was still fight­ing the is­sue in 1212 and 1213.76 Ac­cord­ingly, the ques­tion fell to the Pa­ri­sian schol­ars, who weighed not only which ac­a­demic fees were morally un­be­com­ing but, more point­edly, which crossed the line into si­mony. The most pro­nounced de­lib­er­a­tions is­sued from Pe­ter the Chanter and his cir­cle, cul­mi­nat­ing pri­mar­ily in Rob­ert of Cour­son.77 Rob­ert, as we have al­ready seen, would go on to serve as the pa­pal leg­ate who gave the Uni­ver­sity of Paris its first stat­utes in 1215. While not all of his con­clu­sions made their way into those rules of op­er­a­tion, it is rea­son­able to sus­pect that they would have been es­pe­cially re­spected on this ac­count.78
The Pa­ri­sians con­ceded that knowl­edge it­self could not be sold, but con­tended that the la­bor of teach­ing could be. This was fur­ther qual­i­fied, how­ever, by the sub­ject mat­ter. While the la­bor of teach­ing the lib­eral arts could be sold law­fully, the la­bor of teach­ing theol­ogy could not, since theol­ogy is di­vine truth, and to sell such a spir­i­tual thing is si­mony. The same re­stric­tion ex­tended to moral phi­los­o­phy, which they like­wise classed as di­vine truth. In these cases, one who had no in­come was per­mit­ted to re­ceive vol­un­tary do­na­tions from his stu­dents, but any al­ready ben­e­ficed by the church for the sake of in­struc­tion com­mit­ted si­mony if he ac­cepted any fur­ther do­na­tion from his stu­dents.79 Though schol­ars of the civil law at Bo­lo­gna showed lit­tle cor­re­spond­ing in­ter­est in theol­ogy,80 they reached com­pa­ra­ble con­clu­sions for their own dis­ci­pline.81 They main­tained that law was it­self a di­vine sci­ence, no less sa­cred than theol­ogy.82
Canon 11 of the Fourth Lat­eran Coun­cil (1215) re­corded that Alex­an­der’s de­cree had been but lit­tle ob­served, and ac­cord­ingly re­it­er­ated and ex­tended it.83 Even with this re­newed in­sis­tence, the pro­vi­sion of ben­e­fices for free in­struc­tion con­tin­ued to fall short of en­force­ment well into the thir­teenth cen­tury and be­yond.84 The fate of the de­cree, how­ever, need not de­tain us. This ep­i­sode in his­tory con­cerns us be­cause it ac­counts for what would ap­pear in writ­ings on si­mony in the cen­turies that fol­lowed, echoes of the doc­tri­nal con­clu­sions forged in the pre­mier theo­log­i­cal in­sti­tu­tion at the turn of the thir­teenth cen­tury. 
The Sec­u­lar-Men­di­cant Con­tro­versy (1253–1300)
The open­ing of the thir­teenth cen­tury saw the rise of a new form of re­li­gious life. Fran­cis of As­sisi, hav­ing re­nounced his fam­ily’s wealth, first with­drew as a her­mit but soon em­braced what came to be called the “apos­tolic life” (vita apos­tol­ica), a life of itin­er­ancy and evan­ge­lism mod­eled on Christ and the apos­tles. In 1209, he went with his small party to Rome and se­cured a for­mal ap­proval from In­no­cent III. Around the same time, Dom­i­nic of Ca­le­ruega gath­ered a band of preach­ers to con­front the Cath­ars, also known as the Al­bi­gen­ses, a du­al­ist sect in south­ern France. The com­mu­ni­ties that grew up around these found­ers styled them­selves not as monks but fri­ars (that is, broth­ers). Fran­cis’s fol­low­ers be­came the Or­der of Fri­ars Mi­nor, Dom­i­nic’s the Or­der of Fri­ars Preach­ers. To the Fran­cis­cans and Do­mini­cans would be added the Au­gus­tini­ans and the Car­mel­ites.85
These were sim­i­lar to the monas­tic or­ders that pre­ceded them, but dif­fered on ac­count of their men­di­cancy. Not merely swear­ing off per­sonal prop­erty, they aban­doned com­mu­nal prop­erty as well. The pov­erty of these new or­ders could not abide by the vow of sta­bil­ity that char­ac­ter­ized Ben­e­dict’s Rule. Rather than keep­ing to them­selves, work­ing re­motely in a mon­as­tery, the fri­ars took to the cities both on ac­count of their mis­sion to preach and their need to beg.86 The fri­ars sourced char­ity pri­mar­ily through their re­li­gious ac­tiv­ity. For ex­am­ple, one who gave alms to them might ex­pect them to give prayers on ac­count of the char­ity. Their preach­ing like­wise was at­tended with calls for alms ei­ther be­fore or af­ter. Re­mark­ing how this for­mal­ized men­di­cancy had nor­mal­ized the prac­tice of beg­ging, one nine­teenth-cen­tury scholar wrote, “Many a man who would have been ashamed to dig was not ashamed to beg.”87
The fri­ars quickly made their way into the uni­ver­si­ties. On Au­gust 15, 1217, Dom­i­nic dis­patched seven of his fol­low­ers to Paris to es­tab­lish a pri­ory de­voted to study and preach­ing. The Fran­cis­cans fol­lowed, more grad­u­ally, in the years there­after.88 Within dec­ades they had at­tracted some of the great­est minds of the age, such as Bo­na­ven­ture among the Fran­cis­cans and Thomas Aqui­nas among the Do­mini­cans. So suc­cess­ful was their re­cruit­ment that wealthy fam­i­lies grew re­luc­tant to send their sons to the schools at all, lest they be lost to the men­di­cant or­ders.89 Their ad­vance was re­in­forced by pa­pal priv­i­lege. In 1231 Greg­ory IX re­quired bish­ops to grant the fri­ars an al­most un­lim­ited free­dom of ac­tion for the sake of their pas­toral mis­sion, ef­fec­tively erect­ing a par­al­lel hi­er­ar­chy along­side the sec­u­lar clergy.90 Be­cause they were per­mit­ted to preach, hear con­fes­sions, etc., they of­ten even had their own churches that com­peted with the parish churches. Their ad­vance in the uni­ver­sity was so great that by 1254, the sec­u­lar mas­ters at Paris would hold only three of the fif­teen chairs in the fac­ulty of theol­ogy.91
Such gains bred fric­tion, as did the in­de­pen­dence with which the fri­ars op­er­ated within the uni­ver­sity. Since their vows com­mit­ted them to a life apart from the world, im­mer­sion in the sec­u­lar arts was for them in­com­pat­i­ble with their re­li­gious call­ing, and so they trained within their or­der, cir­cum­vent­ing the arts fac­ulty.92 They like­wise by­passed the in­cep­tion by which the mas­ters reg­u­lated ad­mis­sion into their own ranks and de­clined to swear the oaths that would bind them to the stat­utes of the uni­ver­sity.93 In 1252 the sec­u­lar mas­ters at Paris at­tempted a stat­ute cap­ping the num­ber of men­di­cant chairs,94 but mat­ters boiled over in March of the next year, when a stu­dent was killed in a clash with the town watch. The sec­u­lar mas­ters called a strike to com­pel re­dress from the civil au­thor­i­ties, but the fri­ars re­fused the oath and con­tin­ued lec­tur­ing.95 The dis­pute was car­ried to Rome in 1254, where In­no­cent IV re­voked nearly all of the dis­tinct priv­i­leges en­joyed by the men­di­cants. How­ever, he died six­teen days later, and his suc­ces­sor Alex­an­der IV re­versed this judg­ment within a fort­night of his elec­tion and de­cided the uni­ver­sity dis­pute in the fri­ars’ fa­vor the fol­low­ing April.96 The Pa­ri­sian con­flict was re­pro­duced, on a smaller scale, at Ox­ford and Cam­bridge.97
The an­ti­fra­ter­nal move­ment swiftly took on an apoc­a­lyp­tic fram­ing. This partly had to do with the con­tem­po­rary an­tic­i­pa­tion of the year 1260,98 but was also brought on in 1254 by a Fran­cis­can who him­self had claimed that his or­der her­alded a third age of the Holy Spirit.99 In 1256, Wil­liam of Saint-Amour, a lead­ing sec­u­lar mas­ter of theol­ogy at Paris, gave the an­ti­fra­ter­nal cause its found­ing text in De per­i­culis no­vis­si­mo­rum tem­po­rum (“Con­cern­ing the Per­ils of the Last Days”). Its fi­nal and most in­flu­en­tial chap­ter enu­mer­ated forty-one signs of false apos­tles,100 and the twen­ti­eth of those signs in­ter­sected his two pri­mary con­ten­tions with the fri­ars: their men­di­cancy and want of a proper of­fice. He con­demned beg­ging from those to whom one preaches as si­mony; a pas­tor may re­ceive from his flock with au­thor­ity, but the fri­ars have no such claim.101 The men­di­cants had ap­pealed to the bib­li­cal prin­ci­ple that those who preach the gospel should live of the gospel (1 Cor. 9:14).102 Yet for Wil­liam, it was not merely the per­for­mance of la­bor that makes a worker wor­thy; with­out for­mal stand­ing none is granted the au­thor­ity to make such a re­quest. This con­sid­er­a­tion of church of­fice rep­re­sented a sub­stan­tial de­vel­op­ment over pre­vi­ous ap­proaches to the doc­trine of si­mony. 
Wil­liam’s work was met with am­ple re­sis­tance. Thomas Aqui­nas re­sponded that same year with Con­tra im­pug­nantes Dei cul­tum et re­li­gionem (“Against Those Who At­tack the Wor­ship of God and Re­li­gion”), de­vot­ing a whole chap­ter to de­fend­ing the fri­ars’ re­cep­tion of alms.103 Alex­an­der IV con­demned De per­i­culis in Oc­to­ber, and be­cause Wil­liam posed an ob­sta­cle to the rec­on­cil­i­a­tion of the war­ring par­ties at the uni­ver­sity, he was for­bid­den in Au­gust of the next year to re­turn to Paris.104
Though this dealt a blow to the move­ment, the vo­cab­u­lary and fram­ing of De per­i­culis would fur­nish the con­trol­ling cat­e­gories of an­ti­fra­ter­nal po­lemic for the re­main­der of the Mid­dle Ages.105 Be­yond the many ded­i­cated trea­tises against the fri­ars, this rhet­o­ric also worked its way into cel­e­brated lit­er­a­ture, such as Chau­cer’s Can­ter­bury Tales and Dante’s Di­vine Com­edy.106 John Foxe would later re­pro­duce Wil­liam’s signs of false apos­tles in his Acts and Mon­u­ments.107 The move­ment spread across Eu­rope, and pop­u­lar sen­ti­ment soured to the point that the fri­ars suf­fered a num­ber of phys­i­cal at­tacks.108 The in­sti­tu­tional dis­pute it­self ended in a mea­sured set­tle­ment, Bon­i­face VIII’s Su­per cathe­dram (1300), which cur­tailed the fri­ars’ priv­i­leges, con­di­tion­ing them on the ap­proval of lo­cal bish­ops.109
But Wil­liam’s cause out­lived the le­gal com­pro­mise. Late in the next cen­tury, it found a cham­pion in John Wyc­liffe. Many of Wyc­liffe’s works were ex­plic­itly ti­tled as po­lem­ics against the fri­ars, but even his other writ­ings fre­quently men­tioned their er­rors and iden­ti­fied their beg­ging as si­mony. One fa­mous anec­dote rec­ords that four doc­tors—one from each of the men­di­cant or­ders—vis­ited Wyc­liffe when he fell deathly ill in 1379. At his bed­side, they urged him to re­tract his at­tacks while there was still time, but he raised him­self up and an­swered, “I shall not die, but live, and de­clare the worst deeds of the fri­ars.”110 In 1382, a coun­cil in Lon­don drew up charges of her­esy and er­rors against the Ox­ford mas­ter, record­ing as a fi­nal point his iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of the fri­ars’ beg­ging as si­mony.111 When a ma­jor earth­quake in­ter­rupted the pro­ceed­ings, Wyc­liffe read this as the earth cry­ing out where the faith­ful would not and took to call­ing it the “Earth­quake Coun­cil” (con­cil­ium ter­rae­mo­tus).112 He con­tin­ued writ­ing against them un­til his peace­ful death on the eve of 1385,113 and his fol­low­ers, the Lol­lards, car­ried on his cam­paign against the si­mony of the fri­ars. 
The Sale of In­dul­gences (1184–1517)
The ori­gins of in­dul­gences are ob­scure, and sev­eral the­o­ries have been pro­posed.114 What seems clear­est is that in­dul­gences grew out of the bishop’s dis­cre­tionary power to com­mute canon­i­cal pen­ance, sub­sti­tut­ing an­other pi­ous work for what­ever con­fes­sion pre­scribed. The Coun­cil of Cler­mont (1095) granted what came to be known as the first ple­nary in­dul­gence, in which Ur­ban II de­creed that ser­vice in the First Cru­sade would be reck­oned “in lieu of all pen­ance.”115 If one form of ser­vice could sub­sti­tute for an­other, a gift of money was no great leap, par­tic­u­larly since fund­ing the cru­sade be­came a much de­sired form of ser­vice. In 1184, that sub­sti­tu­tion took a con­crete form. Henry II of Eng­land and Philip Au­gus­tus of France jointly as­sessed a grad­u­ated tax for the re­lief of the Holy Land,116 and the bish­ops of Nor­mandy at­tached an in­dul­gence to those who paid.117
At the Fourth Lat­eran Coun­cil (1215) the prac­tice was both cen­tral­ized and for­mal­ized. Canon 60 barred ab­bots from is­su­ing let­ters of in­dul­gence, canon 62 lim­ited what prel­ates might re­mit, and canon 71 gave money pay­ments a rec­og­nized place in the sys­tem, ad­mit­ting to a share in the cru­sade re­mis­sion all who would con­trib­ute “suit­ably” from their goods.118 By the mid­dle of the thir­teenth cen­tury, in­dul­gences had be­come al­most ex­clu­sively fi­nan­cial.119 In 1300, Bon­i­face VIII in­sti­tuted the Ju­bi­lee to be cel­e­brated every hun­dred years, of­fer­ing a ple­nary in­dul­gence to pil­grims at Rome. The wind­fall was so great that suc­ces­sive popes re­peat­edly short­ened the in­ter­val and, from 1390, dis­patched com­mis­sion­ers to sell the ju­bi­lee in­dul­gence at home for the price of the fore­gone pil­grim­age, ex­plod­ing the sale of in­dul­gences across Eu­rope.120
Sev­eral theo­log­i­cal de­vel­op­ments re­in­forced the growth of this prac­tice. At this time, the no­tion of pur­ga­tory had tran­si­tioned from a pu­ri­fi­ca­tion that takes place in this life to a dis­tinct lo­ca­tion in the next,121 sharp­en­ing de­mand for such a re­mis­sion. Ad­di­tion­ally, pa­pal grants be­gan omit­ting the con­di­tion of con­tri­tion,122 im­plic­itly re­duc­ing the trans­ac­tion to a sim­ple sale.123 In 1343, Clem­ent VI gave de­fin­i­tive pa­pal sanc­tion to the doc­trine of the trea­sury of merit (thesau­rus mer­i­to­rum), giv­ing le­git­i­macy to the ef­fec­tively lim­it­less sup­ply of in­dul­gences.124 Fi­nally, in 1476, Six­tus IV ex­tended in­dul­gences to the dead for the first time, trans­form­ing such pur­chases into a mat­ter of fil­ial duty.125
The school­men gen­er­ally de­fended this prac­tice, em­ploy­ing a num­ber of ar­gu­ments for its va­lid­ity and ab­solv­ing it from charges of si­mony.126 Their chief ex­pla­na­tion dis­tin­guished the sense in which the money given by a pa­rish­ioner was the cause of the grant­ing of the in­dul­gence. In­dul­gences, they held, were not granted in ex­change for the money con­sid­ered as a gift, but on ac­count of the giver’s good will.127 On this rea­son­ing, the money counted not as pay­ment but as alms. Of course, these jus­ti­fi­ca­tions did not im­press all of that time. For ex­am­ple, Wyc­liffe and Jan Hus fre­quently iden­ti­fied the sale of in­dul­gences as si­mony.128
The sale of in­dul­gences reached its height when it was em­ployed to fund the re­build­ing of St. Pe­ter’s Basil­ica in Rome. Ju­lius II is­sued the bull Li­quet om­ni­bus in 1510, which Leo X in­her­ited, ul­ti­mately grant­ing its most no­table com­mis­sion, that of Al­bert of Mainz in North Ger­many. A 20,000 gulden fee had been im­posed for the pal­lium of Mainz, and Al­bert se­cured his unan­i­mous elec­tion to the arch­bish­opric in 1514 by prom­is­ing to pay the fee him­self, which he did through bor­row­ing from the Fug­gers, the Augs­burg bank­ing house. They, in turn, had ar­ranged with the pope to re­ceive half the pro­ceeds of the St. Pe­ter’s in­dul­gence in Al­bert’s ter­ri­to­ries. The bar­gain was con­cluded in 1515 and ex­e­cuted in 1517, when Al­bert en­gaged the Do­mini­can Jo­hann Tet­zel as his com­mis­sioner. Tet­zel op­er­ated with a no­to­ri­ously bald mer­can­til­ism, his cam­paign later be­ing sum­ma­rized in a rhyme: “As soon as the coin in the cof­fer rings, / The soul from pur­ga­tory springs.”129 In short or­der, this preach­ing would pro­voke the Prot­es­tant Ref­or­ma­tion.130 
The Re­form­ers
On Oc­to­ber 31, 1517, Mar­tin Lu­ther, an Au­gus­tin­ian friar and pro­fes­sor of theol­ogy at the Uni­ver­sity of Wit­ten­berg, sent his let­ter of re­mon­strance to Al­bert of Mainz, en­clos­ing his ninety-five the­ses. While we lack the space to re­hearse the oft-re­peated de­tails of this mo­men­tous event and those that would fol­low, it suf­fices to say that Lu­ther’s chal­lenge suc­ceeded. The St. Pe­ter’s cam­paign col­lapsed in Ger­many, and the move­ment it oc­ca­sioned would in time sever much of North­ern Eu­rope from Ro­man ju­ris­dic­tion. The charge of si­mony left a last­ing mark on Prot­es­tant con­fes­sional writ­ing as well. For ex­am­ple, the Sec­ond Hel­vetic Con­fes­sion (1566) con­demned the pope’s “si­mony and his si­mo­ni­a­cal in­dul­gences.”131 Even in the wake of the Ref­or­ma­tion, Rome her­self con­ceded that its prac­tice had grown si­mo­ni­a­cal. Pius V wrote in 1570 that among the other scan­dals of the in­dul­gence trade “there also reeks the wicked­ness of si­mony.”132
Many re­gard the Ref­or­ma­tion as a bat­tle over the na­ture of the gospel and rightly so. Yet two de­tails tether our present topic to the Ref­or­ma­tion as more than an in­ci­den­tal thread of its nar­ra­tive. The first is that—as we have seen—si­mony prompted the Ref­or­ma­tion. Even ig­no­rant of the three-way fi­nan­cial ar­range­ment or­ches­trated by Al­bert and the Fug­gers,133 Lu­ther tar­geted his ob­jec­tion at the sale of spir­i­tual things, later iden­ti­fy­ing the sale of in­dul­gences as “si­mony proper” (si­mo­nia pro­pria) in com­par­i­son to other forms nom­i­nally la­beled as si­mony by canon law.134 The sec­ond is that the no­tion of si­mony can­not be cleanly sep­a­rated from the mat­ter of the gospel. For Lu­ther, si­mony was a de­nial of the gospel, and not merely one among oth­ers. It was the root from which all false re­li­gion grew. He spelled this out most clearly in his lec­tures on Gen­e­sis:
But one may see how wretched and how dan­ger­ous a thing it is to have fallen away from the chief doc­trine of jus­ti­fi­ca­tion by faith apart from works. For once it is ob­scured and ex­tin­guished, the whole world be­comes si­mo­ni­a­cal. Thus even the Turks strive to ap­pease God with their own works and to buy spir­i­tual things for money and for mer­its. There­fore this si­mony ex­ists in name only, like the si­mony de­scribed in canon law. For they re­deem noth­ing and ob­tain noth­ing by price and by mer­its. But that zeal and will has dri­ven its roots deep into the hu­man heart by which every man is nat­u­rally a si­mo­niac, by which he would wish God to be one who would be ap­peased by hu­man works and mer­its, to whom he could throw up: “I have done many things; I have fasted much; look upon these things, and sell me sal­va­tion and eter­nal life.” But God nei­ther ac­knowl­edges nor hears such work­ers of in­iq­uity. And he sets forth his will in the apos­tolic doc­trine: “By grace and freely [gra­tia et gra­tis] you have been jus­ti­fied, apart from all works” [Eph. 2:8–9]. Once that grace is taken away, there is no longer any dis­tinc­tion be­tween the Turk and the Pope, hea­then and Jew; all are si­mo­ni­acs and goat-milk­ers, Bock­melker.135

Be­yond his ded­i­cated treat­ments in his lec­tures on Gen­e­sis,136 Lu­ther made pass­ing com­ments about si­mony through­out his works.
Iron­i­cally, writ­ings on si­mony dwin­dled af­ter the Ref­or­ma­tion. The over­whelm­ing vic­tory over the out­ward, fi­nan­cial prac­tices of si­mony en­tailed the de­cline of its as­so­ci­ated doc­trine. Theo­log­i­cal in­quiry rarely sur­vives the abuses that sum­mon it.
The Eng­lish Di­vines
All the same, the wan­ing of in­ter­est in the doc­trine of si­mony was grad­ual. Lu­ther’s con­clu­sions car­ried over into the Eng­lish Ref­or­ma­tion. The sale of in­dul­gences was still re­garded as si­mony,137 and the iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of works-right­eous­ness as a form of si­mony was re­peated fre­quently through the sub­se­quent cen­tury.138
This re­la­tion be­tween si­mony and the gospel was also stated con­versely. As many have play­fully re­marked that we are saved by works, Christ’s works, John Donne preached the same in the lan­guage of si­mony. Christ in our na­ture “mer­ited the Holy Ghost, pur­chased the Holy Ghost, bought the Holy Ghost, which is a sanc­ti­fied si­mony.”139 Else­where, med­i­tat­ing on the es­tab­lish­ment of the Church, Donne em­ployed the same con­ceit: Christ “de­sired a Church, and he pur­chased a Church, but by a blessed way of si­mony.”140 Oth­ers used the term with ref­er­ence to min­is­ters who preached at their own ex­pense. Fran­cis Rous wrote of Paul that “he feeds his sheep some­times at his own costs, and with an holy si­mony buys the work of his own min­is­try.”141 Thomas Cooke, de­fend­ing the en­dow­ments of bish­ops, com­mended the an­cient found­ers who gave their sub­stance to the church, “with a holy kind of si­mony, to pur­chase for them the gifts of the Holy Ghost.”142
The sale of spir­i­tual things re­mained a live con­cern in Eng­land for some time. The for­ti­eth canon of the Church of Eng­land (1604) re­quired an oath against si­mony from every can­di­date for ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fice, de­clar­ing the buy­ing and sell­ing of spir­i­tual func­tions “ex­e­crable be­fore God.”143 But the con­sid­er­a­tions of si­mony among the Eng­lish di­vines rarely ap­proached the depth of the school­men. These writ­ers were the heirs of a doc­trine suf­fi­cient for their pur­poses. The ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal con­tro­ver­sies of their own day re­quired more le­gal ap­pli­ca­tion than theo­log­i­cal re­fine­ment.
Si­mony also en­tered Eng­lish dis­course from a dif­fer­ent and less or­tho­dox di­rec­tion. Quak­ers, An­a­bap­tists, and other rad­i­cal dis­sent­ers were will­ing to ap­ply the la­bel of si­mony to any reg­u­lar min­is­te­rial sti­pend. When the more es­tab­lished fig­ures ad­dressed si­mony, they fre­quently did so in the course of re­fut­ing such rad­i­cal de­ri­sion—named or un­named—rather than by way of a pos­i­tive pre­sen­ta­tion.144
The is­sues them­selves evolved sub­stan­tially over time. With Rome re­moved, in­dul­gences were no longer a con­cern, and the old pre­oc­cu­pa­tion with com­merce in or­di­na­tions gave way to dis­putes over the buy­ing and sell­ing of rights of pa­tron­age.145 Later cen­turies would see the ad­vent of dif­fer­ent fi­nan­cial con­tro­ver­sies in the church. But by then, the vo­cab­u­lary of “si­mony” and its theo­log­i­cal cat­e­gories had largely fallen out of use, even when the un­der­ly­ing con­cerns re­mained the same. For ex­am­ple, in the Church of Scot­land in the 1830s, James Begg wrote a trea­tise against pew rents, im­posed fees whereby con­gre­gants se­cured their seats in wor­ship.146 Though he con­structed sim­i­lar ar­gu­ments to those who had ad­dressed si­mony be­fore and ap­pealed to many of the same verses, he com­pleted his work with­out once em­ploy­ing the term. 
Con­clu­sion
The arc is one of rise and fall. The church fa­thers af­firmed the prin­ci­ple that grace must be given freely; the me­dievals gave that prin­ci­ple its full­est theo­log­i­cal and le­gal elab­o­ra­tion. But af­ter the Ref­or­ma­tion, at least among Prot­es­tants, the doc­trine re­ceived pro­gres­sively less sys­tem­atic at­ten­tion. The Re­form­ers wielded it as a weapon against Rome, the Eng­lish di­vines ap­plied it to the con­tro­ver­sies of their own par­ishes, and as the most egre­gious abuses were cor­rected, the ur­gency faded. By the time the early mod­ern pe­riod came to a close, si­mony had ceased to be a sub­ject of de­tailed theo­log­i­cal re­flec­tion.
Yet the doc­trine of si­mony ad­dresses more than the gross cor­rup­tions that oc­ca­sioned it; the com­mer­cial­iza­tion of spir­i­tual things did not dis­ap­pear with the Ref­or­ma­tion but only changed shape—some­times sub­tler, some­times not. The chap­ters that fol­low at­tempt to re­cover what has been lost, draw­ing on the four streams sur­veyed above.
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Chapter 2
The Need for Retrieval
One might sup­pose that if the church has man­aged with­out a par­tic­u­lar doc­trine for cen­turies, per­haps it was never es­sen­tial to be­gin with, but this line of rea­son­ing con­fuses ne­glect with ob­so­les­cence. The doc­trine of si­mony is a case in point. From the time of Greg­ory the Great through the scho­las­tic era, it was one of the most dis­cussed sins of the Chris­tian tra­di­tion. It oc­cu­pied en­tire sec­tions of the great le­gal com­pi­la­tions and was treated at length by most ma­jor scho­las­tic theo­lo­gians. For over a mil­len­nium, the doc­trine of si­mony was a stan­dard fea­ture of Chris­tian moral theol­ogy.
The Re­form­ers in­her­ited the doc­trine and ap­plied it vig­or­ously against Ro­man cor­rup­tion. The Sec­ond Hel­vetic Con­fes­sion con­demns the pope’s “si­mony and his si­mo­ni­a­cal in­dul­gences,” em­ploy­ing Pe­ter’s male­dic­tion, “Thy money per­ish with thee.”1 The Church Or­der of Dort names it among the prin­ci­pal of­fenses war­rant­ing sus­pen­sion or de­po­si­tion from of­fice.2 The West­min­ster Larger Cat­e­chism lists si­mony among the sins for­bid­den by the sec­ond com­mand­ment.3 The doc­trine of si­mony was, in short, im­por­tant enough to be cod­i­fied into the con­fes­sional stan­dards of the Re­formed tra­di­tion.
To­day it has passed out of mem­ory. It re­ceives the oc­ca­sional his­tor­i­cal or so­ci­o­log­i­cal treat­ment but lit­tle doc­tri­nal con­sid­er­a­tion. It is stud­ied as one might study the dodo—with ac­a­demic in­ter­est in how it lived, but no prac­ti­cal ex­pec­ta­tion of en­counter. John T. Noo­nan, Ninth Cir­cuit judge and le­gal his­to­rian, ob­served that “nei­ther brib­ery nor its sub­species si­mony have to­day the con­sis­tency, the sta­bil­ity, the ex­i­gency of a true moral con­cept.”4 This is not be­cause all the prob­lems have been re­solved; it is be­cause the frame­work for dis­cern­ing them has lapsed. Now is the time to re­trieve the doc­trine of si­mony.
Yet sev­eral ques­tions nat­u­rally arise be­fore such an un­der­tak­ing. What con­fi­dence can we have in our sources? How do we ap­proach a re­trieval of such breadth? And what does the doc­trine, once re­trieved, have to of­fer the present age?
The Value of Re­trieval
Some ob­ject that works of re­trieval pri­or­i­tize the words of men over the word of God by ex­alt­ing his­tor­i­cal theol­ogy over sys­tem­atic theol­ogy, doc­trine drawn from Scrip­ture it­self. Yet such con­cerns are mis­guided. To lis­ten to the words of men is not to pri­or­i­tize them, and the two dis­ci­plines can­not be neatly ranked since each feeds into and re­fines the other.
Two works we will re­turn to through­out serve as ex­am­ples for us: Henry Bur­ton’s A Cen­sure of Si­monie (1624) and The Anat­omy of Si­mon Ma­gus (1700), an anon­y­mous trea­tise.5 In some re­spects, these works dif­fer sub­stan­tially. The for­mer was writ­ten by a no­table Pu­ri­tan, the lat­ter by an un­known con­form­ist. The for­mer is an at­tempt at di­rect ap­pli­ca­tion of the doc­trine from an­cient sources. The lat­ter, on ac­count of be­ing au­thored at a later time when the doc­trine had fallen into fur­ther de­cline, goes about the task by way of a more thor­ough re­con­struc­tion. Both are ex­er­cises in re­trieval in their own right and dem­on­strate a will­ing­ness to dig deeply into ne­glected pa­tris­tic and me­dieval sources to make ap­pli­ca­tion in their own time.
Em­brac­ing Wis­dom
Many sup­pose that the words of men nec­es­sar­ily cor­rupt what would oth­er­wise be a pure re­cep­tion of Scrip­ture. But we are no tab­ula rasa; we come to Scrip­ture al­ready shaped by tra­di­tions and as­sump­tions, whether we rec­og­nize them or not. God has in­tended that we be peo­ple who are shaped not only by the word di­rectly, but also by el­ders—both in of­fice and age—those who have blazed the trail ahead of us and are able to share what they have seen (Heb. 13:7). For ex­am­ple, who would ad­vise that those who have not read the Bible for them­selves should ab­sent them­selves from the preach­ing of the word? The Bere­ans first heard Paul, then searched the Scrip­tures to test what he taught (Acts 17:11).
Scrip­ture it­self com­mends the prac­tice of look­ing back­ward. Mo­ses in­structed Is­rael: “Re­mem­ber the days of old; con­sider the gen­er­a­tions past. Ask your fa­ther, and he will tell you, your el­ders, and they will in­form you” (Deut. 32:7). Bil­dad re­peats the charge: “Please in­quire of past gen­er­a­tions and con­sider the dis­cov­er­ies of their fa­thers. For we were born yes­ter­day and know noth­ing; our days on earth are but a shadow. Will they not teach you and tell you, and speak from their un­der­stand­ing?” (Job 8:8–10).
John Owen cap­tured this con­vic­tion in an or­di­na­tion ser­mon: “Let us take heed in our­selves of any in­cli­na­tion to novel opin­ions, es­pe­cially in, or about, or against such points of faith as those wherein they who are gone be­fore us and are fallen asleep found life, com­fort, and power.”6 From there, he pro­ceeded to ex­plain that its dan­ger is not merely er­ror but “in­dif­fer­ency,”7 a loss of zeal and watch­ful­ness. In­deed, when we en­counter ques­tions to which we do not know the an­swer, our first in­stinct should be to ask whether those who came be­fore us have al­ready an­swered them. But per­haps more im­por­tantly, when we find saints of old ad­dress­ing ques­tions we have not thought to ask, we should con­sider why they thought them worth ask­ing rather than im­me­di­ately dis­miss­ing them as dated con­cerns.
Bur­ton and the Anat­o­mist ex­em­pli­fied this dis­po­si­tion. The Anat­o­mist di­ag­nosed the loss of the doc­trine it­self as a symp­tom of cooled af­fec­tion: “when that prim­i­tive fer­vor be­gan to de­cay, and the spirit of the world to take hold of the luke­warm clergy, then be­gan Si­mon Ma­gus again to set up the head.”8 Bur­ton made the same di­ag­no­sis: too many “have cho­sen the place of the min­is­try, but not the zeal.”9 De­cay in doc­trine is mu­tu­ally linked to a de­cay in de­vo­tion; to re­cover the one is to re­cover the other. 
Re­ject­ing Er­ror
A book that draws so heav­ily on me­dieval sources will nat­u­rally raise ques­tions for Prot­es­tant read­ers. If the doc­trine of si­mony was de­vel­oped pri­mar­ily by theo­lo­gians op­er­at­ing within the Ro­man sys­tem they re­ject, what con­fi­dence can we have in their con­clu­sions? The con­cern is un­der­stand­able but over­stated. An ex­am­i­na­tion of the proto-Re­form­ers dem­on­strates that their theol­ogy on the topic was nearly iden­ti­cal; their main dif­fer­ence was that they were will­ing to ap­ply it to the Ro­man in­sti­tu­tion. Like­wise, we will see that inas­much as the Pu­ri­tans ad­dressed the topic, they echoed scho­las­tic dis­tinc­tions.
The Re­form­ers them­selves did not re­gard me­dieval theol­ogy as uni­formly cor­rupt. Liken­ing it to Christ’s ac­cep­tance of Jew­ish theol­ogy in the midst of Phar­i­sa­i­cal cor­rup­tion, Mar­tin Lu­ther con­ceded, “un­der the pa­pacy there is much that is Chris­tian and good—in­deed, all Chris­tian good ex­ists there and has come down to us from there.”10 John Cal­vin re­jected ac­cu­sa­tions of nov­elty, claim­ing that Re­formed doc­trine is an­cient, be­long­ing to Chris­tians by a “right of re­cov­ery” (post­li­mi­nii iure).11 Fran­cis Tur­re­tin de­fended the same prin­ci­ple when he dis­tin­guished “the sub­stance of the faith from the cor­rupt­ing ac­ci­dents.”12 Wil­liam Per­kins pop­u­lar­ized the no­tion of be­ing a Re­formed Cath­o­lic, one who “holds the same nec­es­sary heads of re­li­gion with the Ro­man Church, yet so, as he pares off and re­jects all er­rors in doc­trine.”13
The pur­pose of re­trieval is not to ac­cept every an­cient con­clu­sion un­crit­i­cally or to per­mit the cul­tural pres­sures of their own time to set our agenda to­day. Some points of gen­eral con­sen­sus among an­cient writ­ers are in er­ror; the de­fenses of in­dul­gences as any­thing other than si­mony are a con­spic­u­ous ex­am­ple. But even where the an­swers fail, the lines of in­quiry re­main val­u­able. Those who have gone be­fore iden­ti­fied prob­lems, drew dis­tinc­tions, and worked out im­pli­ca­tions that we have sim­ply ceased to con­sider. We should be more con­cerned that we might re­main ig­no­rant of the ques­tions they were ask­ing than that we might be mis­led by their an­swers.
It is also im­por­tant to dis­tin­guish what we are re­triev­ing from me­dieval sources. We are not af­ter the prem­ises of their de­lib­er­a­tions, their as­sump­tions about the na­ture of sac­ra­ments and or­ders, etc. We are in­ter­ested in the ap­pli­ca­tion of their doc­trine of si­mony to those prem­ises. For ex­am­ple, that they re­stricted the sale of con­se­crated ves­sels is in­for­ma­tive to us not be­cause we should con­clude that plates and cups can be made holy but be­cause grant­ing that prem­ise for the sake of ar­gu­ment re­veals prin­ci­ples about com­merce in things that truly are.
Our cho­sen ex­em­plars em­bod­ied this dis­crim­i­nat­ing pos­ture. Bur­ton grounded his def­i­ni­tion in “the tes­ti­mony of the whole church from the prim­i­tive age thereof till this present.”14 The Anat­o­mist sim­i­larly sought to dem­on­strate the heinous­ness of the crime of si­mony “by the judg­ment of the Cath­o­lic Church, and joint suf­frages of many fa­thers to­gether.”15 Nei­ther au­thor ap­proached these sources un­crit­i­cally, but they re­peat­edly ap­pealed to canon­ists, school­men, and pa­pal pro­nounce­ments. Bur­ton jus­ti­fied his ap­proach: “the church of Rome it­self (though now the mother and nurse of abom­i­na­tions) hath cried out against this sin. For we must put a great dif­fer­ence be­tween the now church of Rome and that which it hath been for­merly, and that even within these three or four hun­dred years.”16 The pre-Ref­or­ma­tion tra­di­tion is a her­itage to be sifted, not quar­an­tined.
This same prin­ci­ple holds fur­ther afield. Me­dieval­ists and other his­to­ri­ans have pro­duced val­u­able work on si­mony as a mat­ter of his­tor­i­cal cu­rios­ity, or even with Ro­mish sym­pa­thies, yet their la­bors prove ser­vice­able to ends they did not en­vi­sion. As Sol­o­mon ob­served, God has given the sin­ner the busi­ness of gath­er­ing and col­lect­ing, only to give to one who pleases him (Ec­cles. 2:26). Egypt lies open to plun­der.17 
Our Ap­proach
Many his­tor­i­cal works ac­cu­mu­late de­tail with­out a def­i­nite end. They fall short of be­ing ex­haus­tive yet are be­yond ex­haust­ing. A work of re­trieval re­quires more dis­ci­pline. To that end, we must de­cide where to fo­cus our at­ten­tion and ac­knowl­edge the con­straints on our scope, whether self-im­posed or im­posed by cir­cum­stance.
Ar­eas of Em­pha­sis
The topic of si­mony is vast, branch­ing into a great num­ber of sub­top­ics, each with its own tan­gle of dis­tinc­tions and dis­puted cases. To treat each of these with equal care would ei­ther swell the work into mon­strous vol­umes or, kept to a read­able length, ne­glect the con­cerns that mat­ter most. There­fore, we can­not let the his­tor­i­cal lit­er­a­ture it­self dic­tate where the weight of our study falls. The sub­jects that claimed the most ink are not nec­es­sar­ily the ones that most re­quire our present at­ten­tion. Our aim is to be com­pre­hen­sive in scope but not pro­por­tional in at­ten­tion. Sev­eral pri­or­i­ties will gov­ern what we ad­dress and what we leave aside.
First, our pri­or­i­ties will be in­formed by Re­formed and Prot­es­tant con­vic­tions. While en­gag­ing the me­dieval sources crit­i­cally, we will take our cue from the Re­form­ers and proto-Re­form­ers when they dif­fer from oth­ers on sub­stan­tial mat­ters. We will not waste time en­ter­tain­ing po­si­tions that run counter to our own tra­di­tion, such as the le­git­i­macy of in­dul­gences or men­di­cancy. Those who ob­ject to re­trieval­ist pro­grams on the grounds that they take their march­ing or­ders from thinkers la­bor­ing within a cor­rupted sys­tem will find no rea­son to ob­ject here.
Sec­ond, our pri­or­i­ties will be in­formed by present cir­cum­stances within the Re­formed tra­di­tion. Lu­ther voiced frus­tra­tion that the ques­tion of the le­git­i­macy of a si­mo­niac’s or­di­na­tions had amassed “wag­on­loads—in­deed, seas of books,” while weight­ier si­mo­ni­a­cal abuses drew no com­pa­ra­ble scru­tiny.18 The same in­stinct must guide us. Some si­mo­ni­a­cal prac­tices of the past have no liv­ing coun­ter­part in the Re­formed tra­di­tion: the in­dul­gence trade, the sale of the pal­lium, or the pur­chase of masses for the dead. Oth­ers ap­pear ex­tinct yet per­sist by mod­ern anal­ogy; pay­ments for en­try into re­li­gious so­ci­eties and monas­tic ap­proaches to sus­te­nance re­late to the as­so­ci­a­tions and par­a­churches of our day. Still oth­ers per­sist in near-iden­ti­cal form, even grow­ing in weight, es­pe­cially that which re­lates di­rectly to pay­ments for in­struc­tion in the word of God. Our aim, then, is to ren­der the doc­trine of si­mony in the shape best suited to present use, not to re­pro­duce its pre­mod­ern con­tours.
Sources
Many ef­forts in theo­log­i­cal re­trieval fo­cus on a sin­gle his­tor­i­cal theo­lo­gian—re­cov­er­ing the thought of a sin­gle thinker on a sin­gle topic. The task be­fore us is dif­fer­ent. The doc­trine of si­mony has re­ceived so lit­tle at­ten­tion that we do not have the lux­ury of drill­ing down into any one au­thor; we must first es­tab­lish a base­line by as­sem­bling the coun­sel of many voices. To pro­ceed with such a broad scope car­ries the dan­ger of se­lec­tive bias, but it has the cor­re­spond­ing ad­van­tage of see­ing past any mis­lead­ing, idio­syn­cratic per­spec­tives. Where a broad con­sen­sus emerges across di­verse sources, we can have greater con­fi­dence in our con­clu­sions. Yet, as with ar­eas of em­pha­sis, the quan­tity of sources re­quires a pri­or­i­ti­za­tion.
First, we will take a spe­cial in­ter­est in the church fa­thers. As the clos­est wit­nesses to the apos­tolic age and a shared in­her­i­tance the Re­form­ers them­selves re­lied on, they carry dis­tinc­tive weight. The vo­cab­u­lary of si­mony came into com­mon use af­ter their time, but to re­quire ex­plicit use of the term would be to si­lence the very sources from which the doc­trine was later dis­tilled. We will there­fore ap­ply a lower bar for in­clu­sion to pa­tris­tic sources than to those who came af­ter­ward, ex­pect­ing from later writ­ers more ex­plicit en­gage­ment with the doc­trine.
Sec­ond, among the me­dieval sources, we will pri­or­i­tize the school­men over the canon­ists. While the dis­tinc­tion has been de­scribed as ar­bi­trary,19 the canon­ists were chiefly con­cerned with what could be ad­ju­di­cated, but our con­cern does not re­volve around hu­man courts. Since this is a work of theo­log­i­cal re­trieval and not of his­tor­i­cal so­ci­ol­ogy, our ul­ti­mate con­cern is with what con­sti­tutes si­mony be­fore God rather than es­tab­lished church or­der. We will bring in the canon­ists where their con­clu­sions are fre­quently taken up by the theo­lo­gians, but the theo­log­i­cal tra­di­tion, not the le­gal, will gov­ern our dis­course.
Third, we will pri­or­i­tize proto-Re­form­ers over other me­dieval sources. Though less di­alec­ti­cal in na­ture, Wyc­liffe and Hus pro­duced some of the long­est treat­ments of si­mony ever writ­ten, and we will en­gage them ac­cord­ingly. Be­cause Hus used Wyc­liffe’s trea­tise as a start­ing point for his own, trans­lat­ing por­tions to­tal­ing roughly one-eighth of it into Czech,20 we will be es­pe­cially in­ter­ested where he de­parted from his Eng­lish pre­de­ces­sor. The iden­tity of Wil­liam of Saint-Amour as a proto-Re­former is de­bated, but we will pri­or­i­tize his con­tri­bu­tions on the topic as well.
Fourth, we will dis­pro­por­tion­ately fea­ture Ref­or­ma­tion and post-Ref­or­ma­tion au­thors as we have op­por­tu­nity, for we should value our own tra­di­tion. That said, be­cause they were not con­front­ing the same in­sti­tu­tional abuses that had prompted the me­dieval treat­ments, Pu­ri­tans and other Prot­es­tant di­vines wrote com­par­a­tively lit­tle on si­mony. Where such voices can be found, we will fore­ground them.
This pri­or­i­ti­za­tion of our own tra­di­tion ex­tends to the ex­clu­sion of Counter-Ref­or­ma­tion sources. Not that they di­verge from other sources we will be ex­am­in­ing; on the con­trary, the Coun­cil of Trent and the works of Le­o­nar­dus Les­sius, Fran­cisco Suá­rez, and the like only fur­ther cor­rob­o­rate our find­ings. But our goal is to re­cover a doc­trine from within our own theo­log­i­cal stream. Post-Ref­or­ma­tion au­thors oc­ca­sion­ally ap­pealed to Counter-Ref­or­ma­tion sources on the topic, but these in­stances are lim­ited and most of­ten func­tion as syn­cri­sis, sug­gest­ing the rhetor­i­cal ques­tion “if even Rome un­der­stands these things, why don’t we?”
Within this Prot­es­tant em­pha­sis, we will give par­tic­u­lar at­ten­tion to Eng­lish sources. In both lan­guage and dig­i­tal avail­abil­ity, these are the most ac­ces­si­ble re­sources to us to­day. But more im­por­tantly, the Eng­lish-speak­ing Re­formed tra­di­tion is the im­me­di­ate lin­eage to which we are most di­rectly ac­count­able.
Lim­i­ta­tions
Even with these pri­or­i­ties in place, an ac­count of the sources re­quires ac­knowl­edg­ing sev­eral lim­i­ta­tions. The body of writ­ing on si­mony has reached us un­evenly, shaped by both the vi­cis­si­tudes of his­tory and the re­al­i­ties of our own time.
Genre shaped how much was writ­ten on si­mony and what form it took. The con­fes­sors’ man­u­als (sum­mae con­fes­so­rum) and kin­dred pen­i­ten­tial hand­books gath­ered the doc­trine into com­pact treat­ments. Me­dieval theol­ogy was con­ducted largely through com­men­tary, which ac­counts both for the wealth of writ­ing on si­mony in some forms and its scarcity in oth­ers. That is, many of these writ­ings are pre­served in com­men­tar­ies on stan­dard texts: the De­cre­tum, the Liber ex­tra, and the Sen­tences. The doc­trine there­fore comes down to us not as it might have been or­ga­nized in a free­stand­ing trea­tise but as it was dis­trib­uted across the ques­tions those com­pi­la­tions hap­pened to raise. When the loci com­munes model later sup­planted the Sen­tences tra­di­tion, si­mony had no place among the stan­dard heads of doc­trine. The shape of our ev­i­dence is thus partly an ac­ci­dent of ped­a­gog­i­cal con­ven­tion.
Fur­ther­more, not every­one who cham­pi­oned the doc­trine of si­mony did so in a ca­pac­ity that has sur­vived well in print. Rep­u­ta­tions of zeal­ous re­form­ers reach us through chron­i­clers and bi­og­ra­phers even when their own words do not. Those whose writ­ings sur­vive are not nec­es­sar­ily those who were most ea­ger to ad­dress in­sti­tu­tional cor­rup­tion.
Even where the works sur­vive, ac­ces­si­bil­ity var­ies. Some works have not been scanned or re­printed. Some man­u­scripts have been scanned and pub­lished, but never tran­scribed out of me­dieval short­hand or put into print. This is the case for many of the writ­ings of the early mas­ters at Paris. While we will con­sult these in some mea­sure, we will lean on sec­ondary-source re­ports of their con­tents for fuller use. More is avail­able each year, but sev­eral im­por­tant wit­nesses still sur­vive pri­mar­ily in man­u­script.
Sim­i­larly, copy­right re­stricts ac­cess to ma­te­ri­als that would oth­er­wise be prime for re­trieval. Much of the Lol­lard cor­pus, for ex­am­ple, has been well edited in mod­ern crit­i­cal edi­tions but re­mains too re­cently pub­lished to be freely avail­able in a dig­i­tal form that would per­mit broad con­sul­ta­tion. We will make use of Wyc­liffe and Hus, whose ma­jor works were pub­lished in their sur­viv­ing edi­tions many years ago, but the broader proto-Re­former tra­di­tion of ver­nac­u­lar preach­ing and po­lem­ics against si­mony will likely prove a fruit­ful area of re­search at a later time.
Tak­ing note of these con­straints ap­pro­pri­ately tem­pers what­ever the emerg­ing pat­terns seem to sug­gest. The ab­sence of treat­ment on a given ques­tion may say more about the me­dium of trans­mis­sion than about its his­tor­i­cal rel­e­vance. We will draw our con­clu­sions from what is avail­able, while re­mem­ber­ing that much re­mains in the ar­chives.
Ap­pli­ca­tion for To­day
Many who read Acts 8 sup­pose that Si­mon’s sin is one few oth­ers—if any oth­ers at all—will ever com­mit. Both Bur­ton21 and the Anat­o­mist22 be­gin their works with the ob­ser­va­tion that those nom­i­nally aware of the his­toric doc­trine fre­quently re­gard them­selves as free of such dan­gers. This may be es­pe­cially true in our own times, when the cor­rup­tion that ex­ists takes sub­tler forms than in for­mer days. Many evan­gel­i­cals con­sider them­selves pro­tected from temp­ta­tion to the sin since they op­er­ate in an en­vi­ron­ment rel­a­tively clear of in­sti­tu­tional brib­ery. How­ever, the cor­rup­tion known as “si­mony” reaches fur­ther than these shal­low no­tions, and where sin is poorly un­der­stood, it will be poorly avoided. As the An­gli­can di­vine Jer­emy Tay­lor ob­served, “Most men choose the sin, if it be once dis­put­able whether it be a sin or no.”23
There­fore, our study will front­load def­i­ni­tion and ex­plo­ra­tion be­fore at­tempt­ing to ad­dress any mod­ern con­cern di­rectly. The ul­ti­mate goal is to de­velop prac­ti­cal ap­pli­ca­tions for our own time, but con­sid­er­able ex­po­sure to the doc­trine must come first in or­der to es­tab­lish the ex­per­tise by which any di­ag­no­sis can be made. This is, of course, the or­di­nary way of re­trieval stud­ies—to un­der­stand a his­tor­i­cal doc­trine in its own right be­fore bring­ing it to bear on the present—but it is no­table that the same need was felt by those who han­dled the doc­trine in past gen­er­a­tions. Bur­ton ob­served it with an anal­ogy to civil law: charges do lit­tle to con­vict apart from terms of the of­fense.24 Like­wise with di­vine law, clar­ity of con­science re­quires clar­ity of def­i­ni­tion.
Mak­ing con­tem­po­rary ap­pli­ca­tion will then en­tail fol­low­ing the im­pli­ca­tions of this doc­trine be­yond their tra­di­tional lim­its to log­i­cal con­clu­sions that have not been pre­vi­ously ar­tic­u­lated. This is the task of a truly re­for­ma­tional theol­ogy. Wyc­liffe and Hus were among the first to turn the doc­trine of si­mony against the sale of in­dul­gences. Lu­ther spoke of “true si­mony” to ex­press dis­sat­is­fac­tion with Rome’s lim­ited con­cep­tion of the sin and ap­ply the doc­trine to its whole sys­tem of works right­eous­ness.25 Bur­ton pro­duced a cat­a­log of com­mon­place ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal ar­range­ments, la­bel­ing them si­mo­ni­a­cal though they were not then ad­mit­ted as such.26 As each of these ex­panded the doc­trine’s reach in his own day, we in­tend to do the same in ours.
Such en­deav­ors have a ten­dency to stir up more than a lit­tle re­sis­tance. Pe­ter Da­mian re­ported that when the elev­enth-cen­tury monk Ro­muald in­tro­duced this doc­trine to those who had been or­dained for money, they plot­ted to kill him be­cause up un­til that time, scarcely any­one knew it was a sin.27 In 1494, a Car­mel­ite friar was found mur­dered in his bed with twenty wounds af­ter preach­ing against si­mony.28 Jan Hus was burned at the stake on a num­ber of charges, but in his own as­sess­ment as well as pop­u­lar opin­ion, it was pri­mar­ily for his preach­ing against ac­cepted prac­tices that he iden­ti­fied as si­mony.29 It may seem mel­o­dra­matic to re­count these events as though we do not live in a time of boun­ti­ful broth­er­hood and ex­cep­tional lib­erty, but it would be naïve to sup­pose that a mod­ern ap­pli­ca­tion of the doc­trine of si­mony would be met with uni­ver­sal grat­i­tude. Faith­ful theol­ogy is not mea­sured by its re­cep­tion; truth re­mains truth whether it is wel­comed or re­sented. Magna est ver­i­tas et prae­va­let—truth is great and pre­vails.
Con­clu­sion
If the fore­go­ing has dwelt on what has been lost, let us close by con­sid­er­ing what stands to be gained. The goal here is not to add one more item to the list of sins to avoid. The law, in its third use, is given to guide the re­deemed in grate­ful obe­di­ence. To re­trieve a ne­glected doc­trine is to re­cover a rule of life.30 A re­cov­ered doc­trine of si­mony sup­plies a frame­work for think­ing clearly about the re­la­tion­ship be­tween money and min­is­try, com­merce and the things of God. Where these dis­tinc­tions have been lost, con­fu­sion reigns; but where they are re­stored, we are taught and equipped to glo­rify God in the things he has freely given.
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The Definition of Simony


Chapter 3
Something Spiritual
Many mod­ern read­ers know “si­mony” as a term for the pur­chase of church of­fice and so may be sur­prised to learn its clas­sic def­i­ni­tion is much broader. Rather than eclips­ing every other cat­e­gory, com­merce in or­di­na­tions falls un­der the same head­ing as the sale of sac­ra­ments, of prayer, of preach­ing, and of teach­ing, which to­gether re­ceive com­pa­ra­ble at­ten­tion.
Pre-Ref­or­ma­tion works sup­ply many def­i­ni­tions to this ef­fect, but we may make an ini­tial dem­on­stra­tion from an early Prot­es­tant work. In his Loci, the Lu­theran scholar Jo­hann Ger­hard con­tended against the Je­suit Rob­ert Bel­lar­mine on the na­ture of or­di­na­tions. Bel­lar­mine ar­gued that or­di­na­tion must be a sac­ra­ment since sell­ing or­di­na­tion would be si­mony, but ac­cord­ing to Ger­hard, this is an in­suf­fi­cient proof since si­mony is con­sti­tuted not merely in the sale of sac­ra­ments but in the sale of any spir­i­tual thing what­so­ever.1 In the words of one Lol­lard preacher, if one sells “any ghostly [spir­i­tual] thing, he errs and doth si­mony.”2
If si­mony per­tains to any spir­i­tual thing, what ex­actly con­sti­tutes a “spir­i­tual thing”? To an­swer this, we will first lay the nec­es­sary foun­da­tions by ex­am­in­ing the dis­tinc­tions theo­lo­gians de­vel­oped to iden­tify a spir­i­tual thing, and then put those foun­da­tions to work by sur­vey­ing the con­crete cat­e­gories to which they have been ap­plied.
Dis­tinc­tions
We must now pro­ceed ac­cord­ing to the scho­las­tic maxim: qui bene dis­tin­guit, bene do­cet—he who dis­tin­guishes well, teaches well. These dis­tinc­tions mark the bound­aries of def­i­ni­tion for spir­i­tual things.
Cre­ated vs. Un­cre­ated
First, the term “spir­i­tual” is not a syn­onym for “im­ma­te­rial.” Even ideas them­selves are spir­i­tual in the broader sense of be­ing im­ma­te­rial, and yet if there is any sin in traf­fick­ing in such things, it be­longs to a dif­fer­ent cat­e­gory of con­cern. For ex­am­ple, it is sin­ful to pro­vide a civil judg­ment for a bribe, though such an ac­tiv­ity is not strictly sac­ri­le­gious.
Rather, in the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony, a thing is “spir­i­tual” in­so­far as it is a su­per­nat­ural grace of the Holy Spirit. Par­al­lel vo­cab­u­lary from so­te­ri­ol­ogy is in­struc­tive: we speak of our union with Christ as be­ing “le­gal” and “spir­i­tual.” The for­mer most im­me­di­ately ef­fects our jus­ti­fi­ca­tion as our iden­tity with Christ is fo­ren­si­cally de­clared by the Fa­ther, and the lat­ter most im­me­di­ately ef­fects our sanc­ti­fi­ca­tion as our in­graft­ing into him is or­gan­i­cally wrought by the Holy Spirit. Both these un­ions are spir­i­tual as re­gards their im­ma­te­ri­al­ity, but only the lat­ter is termed “spir­i­tual” on ac­count of the Spirit’s agency.
The school­men dis­tin­guished that which is of the Holy Spirit (a spir­itu in­cre­ato) from those things of men and an­gels (a spir­itu cre­ato).3 The for­mer in­cludes sav­ing graces, while the lat­ter en­com­passes the nat­ural en­dow­ments and prod­ucts of the ra­tio­nal soul. For this rea­son, in the pas­sage men­tioned ear­lier, Ger­hard ob­served that when any spir­i­tual thing is sold, the Holy Spirit him­self is re­garded as sold.4 
Right vs. Fact
Speak­ing care­fully of the abil­ity to en­gage in com­merce re­quires a dis­tinc­tion be­tween au­thor­ity and power. In re­ject­ing the sale of spir­i­tual things, that they “can­not” be sold, theo­lo­gians of­ten in­tend to re­pu­di­ate the morally per­mis­si­bil­ity of buy­ing or sell­ing that thing. How­ever, they some­times they in­tend a de­nial of even the pos­si­bil­ity of the trans­ac­tion. Such a thing can­not be sold by right (de jure) or in fact (de facto).5
This is the case with all spir­i­tual things, most prop­erly speak­ing. Whether things of the un­cre­ated Spirit or things of cre­ated spir­its, such can­not be trans­ferred from one per­son to an­other. They are not sub­ject to mech­a­nisms of ma­nip­u­la­tion, phys­i­cal or oth­er­wise, that would en­able such an ex­change. Nei­ther vir­tues, nor knowl­edge, nor any kind of grace ac­tu­ally trans­mits from one to an­other when money changes hands. As Mar­tin Lu­ther re­marked, “in re­al­ity si­mony is im­pos­si­ble, but in pre­tense it is most com­mon.”6
This re­quires us to ex­pand our def­i­ni­tion of “spir­i­tual things” be­yond those things which are prop­erly spir­i­tual in them­selves. Oth­er­wise, Si­mon Ma­gus him­self es­capes the charge of si­mony. Not only did the sor­cerer fail to pur­chase the gift of the Spirit be­cause of Pe­ter’s ob­struc­tion, he also failed be­cause noth­ing of the Spirit, strictly speak­ing, may be bought in any sense, ei­ther eth­i­cally or met­a­phys­i­cally. When Pe­ter de­nied that Si­mon could buy the Spirit with money (Acts 8:20), he did not merely re­buke his ac­tiv­ity but de­clared it fu­tile. Such an ex­change is im­pos­si­ble.
Es­sence vs. Cause
Some­thing may be spir­i­tual ei­ther by es­sence (per es­sen­tiam) or by cause (per cau­sam). Things like grace and vir­tues are them­selves spir­i­tual things and can­not be prop­erly sold. How­ever, other things like the sac­ra­ments are iden­ti­fied as “spir­i­tual” on ac­count of their spir­i­tual ef­fects. These, hav­ing an out­ward phys­i­cal pres­ence, can be sold.7
For ex­am­ple, some­one who sells an or­di­nance such as bap­tism is not ca­pa­ble of sell­ing the grace of bap­tism it­self but, by sell­ing the act of bap­tiz­ing, com­mits si­mony. While Pe­ter ac­cused Si­mon of de­sir­ing to traf­fic in the Holy Spirit, Si­mon specif­i­cally sought to buy—and pre­sum­ably sell—the phys­i­cal act of lay­ing on hands.
To Prot­es­tant ears, the no­tion of caus­ing a spir­i­tual thing may sug­gest the con­fer­ring of grace ex opere op­er­ato, on ac­count of the work it­self, but this is not in­tended by the dis­tinc­tion. Rather, it speaks of causes in a more ab­stract sense as those things which are in­stru­men­tal in bring­ing about an ef­fect. The Re­formed fol­lowed the school­men in af­firm­ing this dis­tinc­tion be­tween es­sence and cause in its ap­pli­ca­tion to si­mony.8
No si­mo­ni­a­cal pur­chaser buys some­thing that is spir­i­tual in it­self. Rather, he in­tends to buy some out­ward op­er­a­tion of a min­is­ter as a “sac­ra­men­tal cause of a spir­i­tual re­al­ity.”9 The point in de­scrib­ing the cause as “sac­ra­men­tal” is not to im­ply that the only thing that could be sold would be a sac­ra­ment, prop­erly speak­ing. The point is that the pur­chase oc­curs in or­der to re­ceive some grace of the Spirit. 
Some might re­gard the sale of things that are spir­i­tual by cause to be ei­ther a lesser form of si­mony or not si­mony at all on ac­count of the fact that cor­po­real signs are not them­selves spir­i­tual but one step re­moved from spir­i­tual things. On the con­trary, be­cause out­ward signs can ac­tu­ally be sold un­like grace it­self, it is the worst form of si­mony.10
Prin­ci­ple vs. End
A re­lated dis­tinc­tion ap­plies to spir­i­tual ac­tions. An act may be called spir­i­tual ei­ther as to its prin­ci­ple (ex parte prin­ci­pii, its source), when it be­longs to some­one from a spir­i­tual gift or of­fice, or as to its end (ex parte fi­nis, its pur­pose), when some­thing spir­i­tual is at­tained by means of it. For ex­am­ple, a min­is­ter’s work of ad­min­is­ter­ing the sac­ra­ments or teach­ing the Bible is spir­i­tual as to its prin­ci­ple since it pro­ceeds from a spir­i­tual of­fice. How­ever, the teach­ing of the lib­eral arts is spir­i­tual only as to its end, in the trans­mis­sion of truth.11
These two cat­e­gories carry dif­fer­ent con­se­quences for com­merce. In acts that are spir­i­tual as to their prin­ci­ple, no one may con­tract to re­ceive any­thing for per­form­ing them with­out si­mony. In acts spir­i­tual only as to their end, one may buy and sell the acts them­selves be­cause they are not in­her­ently spir­i­tual. For ex­am­ple, one may guilt­lessly sell the act of teach­ing the lib­eral arts for a price, but it would be si­mony for one hold­ing min­is­te­rial of­fice to sell his ser­vice by charg­ing for the act of read­ing Scrip­ture or ar­rang­ing for the ad­min­is­tra­tion of a sac­ra­ment by con­tract.12
Ap­pli­ca­tions
The fore­go­ing dis­tinc­tions may risk leav­ing an overly ab­stract im­pres­sion of “spir­i­tual things.” To give the cat­e­gory con­crete shape, we will sur­vey prin­ci­pal ex­am­ples of those things to which the la­bel has been ap­plied.
Sac­ra­ments
As al­ready ob­served, sac­ra­ments are spir­i­tual things. The pro­hi­bi­tion against charg­ing for the sac­ra­ments is among the old­est and most fre­quently re­peated in­junc­tions in the his­tory of the church. As early as the Synod of El­vira (ca. 305), clergy were for­mally for­bid­den from ac­cept­ing a fee for bap­tism.13 In the fifth cen­tury, Ge­la­sius I pro­hib­ited re­quest­ing com­pen­sa­tion for bap­tism or con­fir­ma­tion.14 The Elev­enth Coun­cil of To­ledo (675) af­firmed this ban and ex­tended its pro­hi­bi­tion against such so­lic­i­ta­tions to or­di­na­tions and the con­fer­ring of chrism.15
Thomas Aqui­nas de­voted an ar­ti­cle to the ques­tion of “whether it is al­ways un­law­ful to give money for the sac­ra­ments,” han­dling a num­ber of ob­jec­tions to the the­sis.16 The early Prot­es­tant Thomas Be­con drove the point home by con­trast­ing the sale of the Lord’s sup­per with the na­ture of its in­sti­tu­tion: “Whereas Christ at his sup­per gave the sac­ra­ment of his body and blood freely to his dis­ci­ples, ye sell your masses, and make mer­chan­dise of the sac­ra­ment, as the cos­tard­mon­ger doth of his cos­tards and of his other fruits.”17
Or­di­na­tions
The sale of or­di­na­tions was the most prom­i­nent form of si­mony in pa­tris­tic and me­dieval writ­ings. This fo­cus should hardly be sur­pris­ing given that such ac­tiv­ity car­ries great po­ten­tial for cor­rup­tion. If one is will­ing to sell an or­di­na­tion, he has no rea­son to with­hold it from un­qual­i­fied men. If one is will­ing to pur­chase his or­di­na­tion, he cares not for true honor and would as read­ily cor­rupt the word and sell the sac­ra­ments. One may even con­clude that “of all other kinds of si­mony, this is the most per­ni­cious and dam­na­ble.”18
The Apos­tolic Canons—a fourth-cen­tury work of Syr­ian ori­gin—de­clares, speak­ing in the voice of the apos­tles, “If any bishop ob­tains pos­ses­sion of that dig­nity by money, or a pres­byter or dea­con, let him be de­posed, both he and the one who or­dained him, and let him be cut off en­tirely from com­mu­nion as well, as Si­mon Ma­gus was by me, Pe­ter.”19 Sim­i­larly, the Coun­cil of Chal­cedon (451) stip­u­lated that when money changes hands for an or­di­na­tion, the or­dained must for­feit the pur­chased rank and the or­dainer stands to lose his own.20
Greg­ory the Great per­sis­tently fought against pur­chased or­di­na­tions, and in a hom­ily de­liv­ered at the Lat­eran on March 11, 591, he made his first known use of the term “si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy”: “I speak in grief to you who are bish­ops, be­cause we have learned that some of you make or­di­na­tions for pay­ment, sell spir­i­tual grace, and heap up tem­po­ral gains from oth­ers’ in­iq­ui­ties at the cost of sin.”21 At the be­gin­ning of the clas­si­cal pe­riod of canon law, Gra­tian de­voted eight con­sec­u­tive canons to si­mo­ni­a­cal or­di­na­tion, ap­peal­ing pri­mar­ily to Greg­ory the Great’s let­ters and hom­i­lies.22 At the end of that pe­riod, the Liber ex­tra opened its De si­mo­nia with Greg­ory’s syn­od­i­cal pro­hi­bi­tion and re­turned to the ques­tion of or­di­na­tions re­peat­edly through­out its forty-six chap­ters.23
Canon law also ad­dressed the or­ders that par­al­leled for­mal of­fices of the church. En­try into re­li­gious life—pro­fes­sion in a mon­as­tery, in a men­di­cant or­der, or in a house of canons—was deemed si­mony if it was granted for a price.24 For uni­ver­si­ties, sim­i­lar laws gov­erned ad­mis­sion into the ranks of mas­ters. Be­cause au­thor­ity to teach in a uni­ver­sity should be granted on merit alone, the sale of teach­ing li­censes (li­cen­tia do­cendi) was banned,25 but in the case of theo­log­i­cal teach­ing li­censes, im­posed fees were ad­di­tion­ally la­beled si­mo­ni­a­cal.26
These con­cerns ex­tend to the res­ig­na­tion of an of­fice. The me­dieval canon­ists ad­dressed this in some mea­sure, con­clud­ing that those who would re­nounce their ti­tle for a sum are guilty of si­mony.27 The sev­en­teenth-cen­tury cler­gy­man James Met­ford sum­ma­rized the po­si­tion: a res­ig­na­tion is only law­ful pro­vided one makes “no cor­rupt bar­gain, nor re­serve no pen­sion; for that would make the res­ig­na­tion un­law­ful both in law and con­science; as the canon­ists gen­er­ally con­clude.”28 Early in Eng­lish Prot­es­tantism, Wil­liam Tyn­dale ob­served hy­poc­risy in the mat­ter, lament­ing those who would claim that “it is si­mony to sell a ben­e­fice (as they call it) but to re­sign upon a pen­sion and then to re­deem the same, is no si­mony at all.”29 In his es­ti­ma­tion, those who would make such ar­gu­ments were “crafty jug­glers and mock­ers with the word of God.”30
Later lit­er­a­ture more fre­quently ad­dresses the no­tion of a bond of res­ig­na­tion, which es­tab­lished fi­nan­cial pen­al­ties for cler­gy­men who would not re­sign when re­quested by their pa­tron.31 Si­mon Degge ob­served that the dif­fer­ence be­tween such a bond and out­right pay­ment is neg­li­gi­ble: “for what dif­fer­ence is there be­tween a bond ex­pressly to pay money, and a bond to re­sign, which is to pay money, if the pa­tron say, ei­ther pay me so much or re­sign, when all the world knows in such a case the par­son must pay the money, or re­sign and be un­done?”32
Mar­riage and Bur­i­als
Both mar­riage and bur­i­als fre­quently fea­tured in lists of things for which charg­ing would con­sti­tute si­mony.33 But it is not enough to know that me­dieval writ­ings for­bade sell­ing such things; we must also know why they did so. The com­mon pre-Ref­or­ma­tion view of mar­riage and bur­i­als was sac­ra­men­tal; mat­ri­mony it­self was re­garded as a sac­ra­ment, and last rites were a se­ries of sac­ra­ments ad­min­is­tered to the dy­ing. If these pro­scrip­tions were mo­ti­vated by their sac­ra­men­tal na­ture, then we do not ob­serve any­thing more than we have al­ready with bap­tism and com­mu­nion. How­ever, if they were mo­ti­vated by some­thing more, then the na­ture of spir­i­tual things may be fur­ther elu­ci­dated.
Re­gard­ing mar­riage, scho­las­tic theo­lo­gians ac­knowl­edged that mar­riage is es­tab­lished in na­ture it­self, and there­fore re­cip­ro­cal trans­ac­tions made in its con­text—whether for a dowry, a civil of­fi­ciant’s fee, or the like—may be per­fectly licit.34 How­ever, in the cer­e­mony of Chris­tian mar­riage, there is some­thing spir­i­tual that is given. While the lit­er­a­ture ad­dresses the sac­ra­men­tal na­ture of mar­riage, al­most al­ways the re­marks turn to the dis­tinct no­tion of the bless­ing of nup­tials. On ac­count of sell­ing that spir­i­tual bless­ing, the priest who would of­fi­ci­ate for a price com­mits si­mony.35 For ex­am­ple, Bo­na­ven­ture, de­fend­ing the prac­tice of a dowry as be­ing non-si­mo­ni­a­cal, ex­plained, “the spir­i­tual char­ac­ter con­sists prin­ci­pally in the priestly bless­ing.”36
Re­gard­ing bur­i­als, con­cerns of­ten cen­tered on the sale of the plot rather than the sale of fu­neral pro­ceed­ings,37 but canon­ists con­sis­tently as­serted that any re­li­gious ser­vice as­so­ci­ated with an in­tern­ment should be per­formed freely.38 Those re­li­gious bur­ial ser­vices for­bid­den from sale in­clude more than that which might be con­sid­ered sac­ra­men­tal, ex­tend­ing even to ac­tiv­i­ties like read­ing a psal­ter.39
Those who would re­fuse to per­form bur­ial ser­vices with­out pay­ment, es­sen­tially hold­ing a body hos­tage (fu­nus ar­res­tare), were plainly la­beled si­mo­ni­acs.40 One in­stance of this, re­counted re­peat­edly in later lit­er­a­ture, is the story of Gio­vanni Ma­ria Vis­conti, the fif­teenth-cen­tury Duke of Mi­lan. While rid­ing recre­ation­ally, he over­heard a great weep­ing and lamen­ta­tion in­side the house of a poor woman. Upon in­quiry, he dis­cov­ered that she was widow and the pri­mary source of her dis­tress was that the corpse of her hus­band still lay be­fore her eyes on ac­count of the fact that the priest had re­fused to per­form the bur­ial ser­vice apart from pay­ment. The duke com­manded that the av­a­ri­cious cler­gy­man dig a deep pit and, upon its com­ple­tion, had him tossed in ahead of the body of the de­ceased, bury­ing the liv­ing along with the dead.41
Ex­com­mu­ni­ca­tion and Ab­so­lu­tion
The church’s power to bind and loose—to dis­ci­pline and re­store—is spir­i­tual. To sell the ex­er­cise or sus­pen­sion of that power is there­fore si­mo­ni­a­cal. Ac­tiv­i­ties wrongly ex­changed for a fee may in­clude con­ceal­ing sin, re­stor­ing with­out due pen­ance, or even re­stor­ing with due pen­ance.42 John Wyc­liffe ob­served that im­pos­ing an an­nual fine to pun­ish sin­ners is an es­pe­cially dam­na­ble si­mony.43 Like­wise, it is si­mo­ni­a­cal to pay for an of­fense to be pun­ished less se­verely.44
This pro­hi­bi­tion ex­tends to the do­main of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal vis­i­ta­tion, the for­mal process by which a bishop in­spected a parish or dio­cese for needed cor­rec­tions. To re­quire or give money for this process was re­garded as si­mony, al­though theo­lo­gians and canon­ists had some al­low­ance for fees to be re­quired for the vis­i­tor’s board and lodg­ing.45 
Prayer
Given our es­tab­lished dis­tinc­tions, prayer is spir­i­tual on a num­ber of counts: prin­ci­ple and end,46 es­sence and cause.47 Its ef­fi­cacy de­rives from spir­i­tual de­vo­tion, and its aim is a spir­i­tual ef­fect. There­fore, “prayer must not be made for money, but for God and on ac­count of good af­fec­tion.”48 Wyc­liffe de­scribed those who trade in prayers as “dull-wit­ted mer­chants trad­ing in shad­ows, as the sun is sink­ing to­ward eve­ning.”49
The prac­tice of giv­ing alms to the poor so that they will pray for the giver was com­mon in the Mid­dle Ages. The school­men oc­ca­sion­ally pro­vided jus­ti­fi­ca­tions for this in their writ­ing, sim­i­lar to those given for in­dul­gences: the money is not a pay­ment in ex­change for prayer, but a gra­tu­itous bene­fac­tion in­tended to move them to pray freely out of char­ity.50
How­ever, this line of logic was re­jected by the proto-Re­form­ers and Re­form­ers. Wyc­liffe de­scribed such pre­texts as a mock­ery of God.51 In his Dec­ades, Hein­rich Bul­lin­ger spoke of the monks and priests who would de­fend tak­ing a fee to pray as “word-jug­glers.”52 If one has faith and char­ity he will pray freely, and if he does not, his prayers are empty.53 Such men “with a false show de­ceive the stu­pid crowd” mak­ing their un­right­eous prayers, but even if they were right­eous, “they were none­the­less nei­ther to be sold nor to be bought.”54
Preach­ing
Preach­ing is a spir­i­tual thing. There­fore, the sale of ser­mons or the ac­tiv­ity of preach­ing as such is for­bid­den. This has been the judg­ment of theo­lo­gians from the early church to the Re­form­ers. The lit­er­a­ture raises fewer griev­ances against the sale of preach­ing than against other forms of si­mony, but still does so in abun­dant mea­sure. And with min­i­mal var­i­a­tion, the re­sponse has been that min­is­ters must not charge for the proc­la­ma­tion of the word.
The early church spoke on the mat­ter di­rectly on a few oc­ca­sions. The Di­dache warns of proph­ets who would ex­pect pay­ment for their mes­sage,55 and the Shep­herd of Her­mas warns that one who charges for his proph­ecy has an earthly spirit rather than the di­vine Spirit.56 The school­men ar­rived at sim­i­lar judg­ments. John Ma­jor, a Scot­tish mas­ter at Paris, ap­pealed to Mat­thew 10:8 in his as­ser­tion that “it is si­mo­ni­a­cal to ac­cept any­thing for preach­ing.”57
The proto-Re­form­ers con­curred on this point.58 Jan Hus num­bered preach­ing among the spir­i­tual gifts the devil coun­sels priests to sell, cast­ing the trade as a sa­tanic in­ver­sion of Mat­thew 10:8.59 At­trib­uted to Wyc­liffe, a ser­mon on the same text reads, “For Christ says thus: You took of God freely, and there­fore give freely your la­bor to the peo­ple; and then it shall be mer­i­to­ri­ous—and oth­er­wise it is si­mony. And here the beg­ging of preach­ers is for­bid­den by God, since it is a hid­den sell­ing of the preach­ing of God’s word.”60
This pro­hi­bi­tion was main­tained by the Re­form­ers. Lu­ther ar­gued that “True si­mony, there­fore, is com­merce ex­er­cised in the Word of God, in the Sac­ra­ments, in the Church, and in the Saints.”61 He com­mented to this ef­fect of­ten through­out his works, and in sur­pris­ing places. On Psalm 104:12 (“they sing among the branches”), he re­marked that preach­ers ought to preach with­out charg­ing be­cause “even the lit­tle birds sing for free.”62
The Eng­lish heirs of the Ref­or­ma­tion like­wise iden­ti­fied the sale of preach­ing with the sin of Si­mon. As Thomas Man­ton said, “the true si­mony” is “to huck out the gospel and sell our holy things.”63 Ralph Cud­worth made a sim­i­lar point in com­plet­ing Wil­liam Per­kins’s com­men­tary on Ga­la­tians. Ap­peal­ing to Prov­erbs 3:15 (“she is more pre­cious than ru­bies”) and Acts 8 (Pe­ter’s ad­mo­ni­tion of Si­mon Ma­gus), he wrote that the sale of the preach­ing of the word is con­demned by vir­tue of its price­less­ness.64 Other sev­en­teenth-cen­tury Eng­lish di­vines iden­ti­fied the sale of the word of God as si­mony, of­ten with ex­plicit men­tion of the con­text of preach­ing.65 Some spoke even of a si­mony that oc­curs when some­one preaches with ex­cep­tional ef­fort for the sake of praise or pre­fer­ment, their spir­i­tual la­bor be­ing ex­changed for the tem­po­ral praise of man.66
Teach­ing
How far the fore­go­ing pro­scrip­tions reach de­pends on how we in­ter­pret the vo­cab­u­lary of “preach­ing” and “the word of God.” Taken nar­rowly, they gov­ern only the for­mal that ac­tiv­ity which takes place in a wor­ship ser­vice or dis­tinctly evan­ge­lis­tic en­coun­ters, but many au­thors seemed to ap­ply these terms to doc­tri­nal in­struc­tion more gen­er­ally. Re­gard­less, some au­thors were ex­plicit in their con­dem­na­tion of the sale of teach­ing.
As early as the third cen­tury, Clem­ent of Alex­an­dria counted “the dis­trib­ut­ing of both teach­ings [δογμάτων] and money to those in need” among the sac­ri­fices the true Chris­tian of­fers.67 In the fol­low­ing cen­tury, Aphra­hat the Per­sian opened his Dem­on­stra­tions by com­mit­ting him­self to freely teach the one who re­quests it.68
Me­dieval writ­ings di­rectly iden­ti­fied the sale of doc­tri­nal in­struc­tion as si­mony.69 Ac­cord­ing to Ge­of­frey of Poi­tiers, the one who teaches theol­ogy for a price sells the word of God and falls un­der the curse of Jer­e­miah 48:10 (“Cursed is he who does the work of the Lord fraud­u­lently”).70 As was noted in the first chap­ter, this was first fully ex­pressed by Rob­ert of Cour­son in his Summa.71 There, he con­tended that not only theol­ogy, but all moral phi­los­o­phy pro­ceeds from the Spirit of wis­dom, and there­fore con­sti­tutes si­mony just as sell­ing Scrip­ture it­self.72 A cen­tury later, Pe­ter Pa­lu­danus re­layed this as the re­ceived opin­ion, dis­tin­guish­ing be­tween that which comes from man’s spirit and that which comes from the Holy Spirit. Though one can­not sell knowl­edge it­self, one can charge for the act of teach­ing. How­ever, when it comes to mat­ters of theol­ogy—rev­e­la­tion that arises only from the Spirit—one can­not charge.73 Pe­ter Au­riol ex­plained this dis­tinc­tion:
But if we take a freely given grace [gra­tia gra­tis data; i.e., a spir­i­tual gift]—for ex­am­ple preach­ing, teach­ing, and the like—ei­ther it will be taken with re­spect to the in­trin­sic act, and here no sale takes place, for I can­not sell you the habit of my knowl­edge; or it is taken with re­spect to the ex­trin­sic act—for ex­am­ple the pro­jec­tion of the voice, the move­ment of the body, and the like—and thus in such things a sale does in­deed fall out and have its place; and in this way teach­ing, coun­sel, tes­ti­mony, and the like are sold, and all of these turn out to be sin­ful.74

While this pro­hi­bi­tion on the sale of doc­tri­nal in­struc­tion was only oc­ca­sion­ally stated so di­rectly, it is in­ti­mated fre­quently by oth­ers who specif­i­cally ex­cepted in­struc­tion in the lib­eral arts from those things which must not be sold, for, “even the Gen­tiles are per­mit­ted to teach such arts.”75 In each of these cases, the pro­hi­bi­tion of mer­chan­dis­ing theol­ogy, the queen of the sci­ences, is sim­ply pre­sumed by the ex­plicit per­mis­sion to en­gage in com­merce with her hand­maid­ens.76
In the fifth book of the Liber ex­tra, ti­tles three and five con­tain the bulk of de­tail on this topic. As one sev­en­teenth-cen­tury re­source sum­ma­rizes, it for­bids as si­mony “mas­ters and preach­ers to teach for money.”77 A num­ber of com­men­ta­tors on these ti­tles al­lowed the un­ben­e­ficed mas­ter to re­ceive a vol­un­tary gift for his teach­ing, while warn­ing that he should not ex­act a fee from the poor or the clergy of his own church.78
For Wyc­liffe, not only did proper im­i­ta­tion of Christ re­quire teach­ing freely,79 but the sale of teach­ing was a “nearer and more hate­ful si­mony” than the sale of church of­fice.80 In a ver­nac­u­lar trea­tise on the seven deadly sins that has been at­trib­uted to him, we see this same con­ten­tion:
But men that should be pro­fes­sors of the sci­ence [knowl­edge ]of God sin many ways about this sci­ence. As some men hide this trea­sure and deal it not about; and yet, the more that it is dealt, the more it in­creases. And this is much more sin than to hide gold. […] And so, with beg­ging, and pride of their speech, they sell God’s word, as one would sell an ox. Nev­er­the­less, Christ teaches that, since his sci­ence is freely given to him, it should be freely dealt. And be­cause the tell­ing of God’s law would most profit his Church, the fiend is full busy to hin­der this ghostly [spir­i­tual] profit.81

The Re­form­ers were con­sis­tent with the proto-Re­form­ers on this point. For Lu­ther, teach­ing freely was the nec­es­sary an­tith­e­sis to the “Sa­tanic au­dac­ity” of of­fer­ing for­give­ness of sins at a price.82 
Con­clu­sion
The term “si­mony” em­braces far more than com­merce in or­di­na­tions. While the sev­eral scho­las­tic dis­tinc­tions keep it from ap­ply­ing too broadly to any­thing im­ma­te­rial, they do not pre­vent it from ap­ply­ing to man­i­fold or­di­nances and ac­tiv­i­ties: sac­ra­ments, the bless­ing of mar­riages, fu­neral ser­vices, ab­so­lu­tion, prayer, preach­ing, and teach­ing. Wher­ever the Holy Spirit works or his in­stru­ments of grace are ad­min­is­tered, there stands a spir­i­tual thing that can­not be ex­changed for money.
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Chapter 4
Something Annexed to a Spiritual Thing
Our def­i­ni­tion of si­mony for­bids the buy­ing or sell­ing of any­thing “an­nexed” to a spir­i­tual thing. Given that we are us­ing the ex­act def­i­ni­tion of Aqui­nas, a cou­ple of notes on our trans­la­tion of the phrase “spir­i­tu­ali an­nexum” may be help­ful.
First, the more lit­eral ren­der­ing of the Latin is not “some­thing an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing,” but sim­ply “a spir­i­tual an­nex,” as we will oc­ca­sion­ally use through­out this chap­ter. The “an­nex” in this con­text refers to the ob­ject to which the spir­i­tual thing has been joined. The fact that this an­nex is “spir­i­tual” iden­ti­fies it as hav­ing been joined with a spir­i­tual thing.
Sec­ond, a num­ber of trans­la­tions use the word “con­nected,” but more tra­di­tional ones—as ours here—ren­der it “an­nexed.” This is to be pre­ferred not only be­cause it is the et­y­mo­log­i­cal cog­nate of the Latin term (an­nexum), but also be­cause it bet­ter cap­tures the sense. To be con­nected might sug­gest some kind of loose as­so­ci­a­tion or jux­ta­po­si­tion, but to be an­nexed de­scribes a join­ing to­gether of two into that which be­comes func­tion­ally one.
For ex­am­ple, many na­tions are con­nected to other lands in var­i­ous ge­o­graph­i­cal and po­lit­i­cal senses, but when a na­tion an­nexes a ter­ri­tory, that re­gion joins with the na­tion in such a way that one can­not at­tack it with­out at­tack­ing the na­tion it­self. It is sim­i­lar with spir­i­tual an­nexes. One can­not sell some­thing an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing with­out sell­ing the spir­i­tual thing it­self. Thus, both are re­garded as si­mony.
Dis­tinc­tions
Once again, sev­eral dis­tinc­tions will help us un­der­stand the no­tion of a spir­i­tual an­nex.
An­nex vs. Cause
In the pre­ced­ing chap­ter, we dis­tin­guished be­tween the es­sence of spir­i­tual things and an­other thing which func­tions as its cause. In some ways, this may seem to be iden­ti­cal to the no­tion of an an­nex. In­deed, Wyc­liffe found the term “spir­i­tual things” to be suf­fi­cient, pre­fer­ring not to add on “spir­i­tual an­nexes” since they are con­cep­tu­ally sim­i­lar.1 How­ever, he ap­pears to be unique in this re­gard.
The vast ma­jor­ity of theo­lo­gians who ad­dressed the topic con­sid­ered the no­tion of spir­i­tual an­nexes to be a help­ful cat­e­gory.2 These are dis­tin­guished from causes of spir­i­tual things in that an an­nex is one step re­moved from the no­tion of a cause. In the words of Aqui­nas, “some things are spir­i­tual in their own right, such as the sac­ra­ments and other things of this kind; how­ever, cer­tain things are called spir­i­tual from the fact that they ad­here to such things.”3
For ex­am­ple, con­sider a min­is­ter who would pro­vide and of­fi­ci­ate bap­tism freely but only upon pur­chase of a bap­tism cer­tif­i­cate. The bap­tism it­self is the cause of a spir­i­tual ben­e­fit, but the cer­tif­i­cate has been joined to bap­tism, its pur­pose and value be­ing de­ter­mined thereby. Bap­tism is there­fore a spir­i­tual thing while the cer­tif­i­cate is a spir­i­tual an­nex. 
De­pen­dent vs. Di­rected
It may ap­pear at first that there are many things an­nexed to spir­i­tual things that may be sold with­out charge of si­mony. For ex­am­ple, church prop­erty—whether the land, or the build­ing, or fur­ni­ture, etc.—is all con­nected to the wor­ship of God.
How­ever, there are two modes of an­nex­a­tion, one be­ing of more con­se­quence for charges of si­mony. Some­thing can be an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing by be­ing “de­pen­dent” (de­pen­dens) on that thing, or by be­ing “di­rected” (or­di­na­tum) to that thing.4 In the case of church prop­erty like the land, build­ing, or fur­ni­ture, these things are merely di­rected to spir­i­tual things. That is, they are be­ing used for the pur­pose of wor­ship, etc., but these may be bought and sold so long as it is not for rea­son of the spir­i­tual.5 Other things are an­nexed as de­pen­dent on a spir­i­tual thing, such as the work of open­ing the tem­ple doors (Mal. 1:10).6 While this ac­tiv­ity is it­self merely phys­i­cal, its im­por­tance and value are en­tirely de­pen­dent on sa­cred ac­tiv­ity in­side. Fur­ther­more, to ac­cess the al­tar, one must go through the doors, so it would be for­bid­den to charge for the open­ing of the doors. On this point, many ap­pealed to a dec­re­tal os­ten­si­bly of Pas­chal I:7 “just as the soul does not live cor­po­re­ally with­out the body, who­ever sells one of the two, with­out which the other can­not be had, leaves nei­ther of them un­sold.”8 
Pre­sup­pos­ing vs. Pre­ced­ing
Aqui­nas of­fered an ad­di­tional way to dis­tin­guish an­nex­a­tion by de­pen­dence or di­rec­tion by spec­i­fy­ing that the sec­ond form fea­tures a tem­po­ral or­der­ing. Those things which are di­rected to­ward a spir­i­tual thing pre­cede it. For ex­am­ple, the land a church is built on pre­cedes its use for the con­gre­ga­tion. A pas­toral sal­ary, on the other hand—inas­much as it truly is for honor of clergy—pre­sup­poses the spir­i­tual of­fice. It is con­cep­tu­ally de­pen­dent on the of­fice since any who re­ceive it be­come clergy and any who be­come clergy re­ceive it.
The Pu­ri­tan Wil­liam Ames de­scribed an­nexes as things so ad­joined to a spir­i­tual func­tion or of­fice that they “go be­fore, ac­com­pany, or fol­low af­ter it, that they can no ways be sep­a­rated from it.”9 How­ever, his de­scrip­tion of var­i­able or­der­ing does not un­der­mine the other. In speak­ing of things which might go be­fore a spir­i­tual thing, he did not re­fer to an in­de­pen­dent ex­is­tence, but that which might be re­ceived be­fore the per­for­mance of a spir­i­tual ser­vice.
Ap­pli­ca­tions
In the lit­er­a­ture, a num­ber of ex­am­ples make re­peated ap­pear­ances to il­lus­trate the na­ture and bound­aries of an­nex­a­tion. While a num­ber of the as­sumed prem­ises may not be agree­able to a Prot­es­tant au­di­ence, the im­por­tant thing to note is the ap­pli­ca­tion of the prin­ci­ples of an­nex­a­tion to the prem­ises rather than the prem­ises them­selves.
Con­se­crated Things
Among the most fre­quently dis­cussed ap­pli­ca­tions of an­nex­a­tion is the case of con­se­crated things: ves­sels, build­ings, and land that have been blessed and set apart for sa­cred use. Be­cause these things are di­rected to­ward holy pur­poses, they are an­nexed to spir­i­tual things, con­strain­ing the terms un­der which they may be ap­pro­pri­ately sold.
Church ves­sels that are con­se­crated (for ex­am­ple, chal­ices and trays for the Eu­charist) may not be sold. How­ever, the ma­te­rial that com­poses them may be sold for a proper cause.10 Break­ing them first, in or­der to des­e­crate them, was typ­i­cally rec­om­mended to guar­an­tee that they are be­ing sold as merely ma­te­rial things.11 On this point, many ap­pealed to Am­brose, who prac­ticed the same.12 He enu­mer­ated three pur­poses—re­deem­ing cap­tives, build­ing churches, and en­larg­ing bur­ial grounds—for which “it is law­ful to break, melt down, and sell even the con­se­crated ves­sels of the church.”13
Church build­ings and land func­tion sim­i­larly to con­se­crated ves­sels. They are di­rected to­ward holy pur­poses such that upon con­se­cra­tion, they may not be sold. How­ever, prop­erly des­e­crated, they may be sold. Aqui­nas ex­plained, “It is also law­ful now to sell or buy the land where a church for­merly stood, in a case of ne­ces­sity: just as was said con­cern­ing the ma­te­rial of sa­cred ves­sels.”14 The im­pli­ca­tion seems to be that just as with ves­sels, the church would need to be de­stroyed in or­der for the ma­te­rial and land to be sold. Eng­lish writ­ings main­tained a con­cern over the sale of church prop­erty, but the de­bate ceased to be framed in terms of si­mony but rather in terms of sac­ri­lege.15
Bur­ial grounds—a cem­e­tery or tomb—are like­wise di­rected to­ward a sa­cred use. If un­con­se­crated land is sold for the pur­pose of be­ing put to holy use, it is per­mit­ted. If the land is sold at a cer­tain value on ac­count of it be­ing holy, it is si­mony.16 Abra­ham’s pur­chase of the tomb of the pa­tri­archs from Eph­ron the Hit­tite (Gen. 23) pro­vided a com­mon ex­am­ple for con­sid­er­a­tion among the school­men. Be­cause Abra­ham bought the land as an or­di­nary piece of ground, and Eph­ron sold it as an or­di­nary piece of ground, no si­mony was com­mit­ted, though it could not be made sub­ject to sale af­ter­ward.17 The bur­ial site tem­po­rally pre­cedes its use for bur­ial, hav­ing its own value apart from any in­ter­ment. Prot­es­tants who ad­dressed the mat­ter con­curred with this judg­ment.18 
Ben­e­fices and Tithes
Two closely re­lated ap­pli­ca­tions of an­nex­a­tion are ben­e­fices and tithes. A ben­e­fice is an in­come at­tached to a spir­i­tual of­fice: the sal­ary of a min­is­ter, po­ten­tially at­tended by other ben­e­fits. Tithes are the funds given by the peo­ple that are ded­i­cated to the good of the church. These no­tions over­lap since a ben­e­fice is typ­i­cally con­sti­tuted of tithes. Each is an­nexed to some­thing spir­i­tual, but on dif­fer­ent grounds and in dif­fer­ent ways.
A ben­e­fice is an­nexed to an ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal po­si­tion, and it is an­nexed by de­pen­dence: one can­not buy the rights to the in­come with­out buy­ing the of­fice.19 In such an ex­change, the spir­i­tual of­fice and the ma­te­rial sus­te­nance have been so joined to­gether that to trade in the one is to trade in the other. Com­merce in ben­e­fices was con­demned as si­mo­ni­a­cal by both the me­dievals and later theo­lo­gians.20
Tithes, on the other hand, are an­nexed to spir­i­tual things on ac­count of be­ing ded­i­cated to God and set apart for sa­cred pur­poses.21 Theo­lo­gians and canon­ists fre­quently ob­jected to sell­ing tithes,22 a sale that re­di­rects them from their proper pur­pose for the sake of money. Be­ing an­nexed by di­rec­tion rather than de­pen­dence, it may seem that there would be a way to dis­solve that an­nex­a­tion, but this never ap­pears to be en­ter­tained, per­haps on ac­count of them not merely be­ing ded­i­cated for a par­tic­u­lar use, but ac­tu­ally hav­ing been given to God.
The au­thors at is­sue here wrote un­der an es­tab­lished church, where the term “tithes” refers to funds com­pelled by civil law rather than given vol­un­tar­ily. In other words, they are func­tion­ally a tax im­posed by the civil mag­is­trate. Since the agency in such ded­i­ca­tion of re­sources is thereby com­pli­cated, this mat­ter was de­bated ex­ten­sively, at least in the Eng­lish sys­tem. John Mil­ton was ar­guably the loud­est op­po­nent of all such com­pul­sory sup­port for min­is­try, de­nounc­ing it as si­mony.23 Wyc­liffe had sim­i­larly main­tained that tithes ought to be vol­un­tary and with­held from un­wor­thy clergy.24 Iron­i­cally, in his de­fense of an im­posed tithe, Thomas Hall ob­served that in­de­pen­dent churches were more pru­dent in en­sur­ing their own min­is­ters were suf­fi­ciently pro­vided for than those who re­lied on pub­lic funds.25 
The Right of Pa­tron­age
When land car­ry­ing a right of pa­tron­age was sold, that right nat­u­rally trans­ferred to the new owner. In other words, by pur­chas­ing the prop­erty, the buyer also ac­quired the power to nom­i­nate the cleric who would hold the as­so­ci­ated of­fice or ben­e­fice. On this ques­tion, the school­men typ­i­cally con­cluded that such real es­tate trans­ac­tions were not nec­es­sar­ily si­mony. The right of pa­tron­age was seen as a non-es­sen­tial fea­ture of the prop­erty. One who buys the land—so long as his in­tent is pure—does not at­tempt to pur­chase the right of pa­tron­age.26 How­ever, many only ar­rived at that con­clu­sion af­ter sub­stan­tial de­lib­er­a­tion and hes­i­ta­tion.27
On this point, the proto-Re­form­ers dif­fered. If the prop­erty comes with such spir­i­tual pow­ers, it can­not be sold apart from be­ing di­vested of those as­so­ci­ated priv­i­leges.28 Wyc­liffe went as far as to sug­gest the abol­ish­ment of all rights of pre­sen­ta­tion, ob­serv­ing that the prim­i­tive church op­er­ated by con­gre­ga­tional suf­frage. While pa­trons should still ex­ist and grant their en­dow­ments to the church, men should be ap­pointed to church of­fice by an elec­tion among the la­ity.29
Re­gard­less, this prac­tice con­tin­ued into the Eng­lish Ref­or­ma­tion, only to be op­posed by some later An­gli­cans.30 In Eng­lish ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal law, the op­er­a­tive right flow­ing from pa­tron­age, that of pre­sent­ing a clerk to a va­cant ben­e­fice, was termed an ad­vow­son. Part of the cause for con­cern was be­cause the com­plex­i­ties of this mech­a­nism per­mit­ted the Pu­ri­tans to sig­nif­i­cantly ad­vance their in­flu­ence.31 At the in­sti­ga­tion of John Pres­ton, the Fe­of­fees for Im­pro­pri­a­tions pooled funds to pur­chase ad­vow­sons and in­stall Pu­ri­tan lec­tur­ers, min­is­ters who preached out­side of the pri­mary ser­vices of the church. The sale­able ad­vow­son en­tered its sun­set in 1898, as a se­ries of re­stric­tions cur­tailed the trans­fer and use of the right of pa­tron­age.32 
Cer­tif­i­cates
Cer­e­monies of spir­i­tual sig­nif­i­cance, such as or­di­na­tions or bap­tisms, of­ten came with a cer­tif­i­cate or let­ter of con­fir­ma­tion. These doc­u­ments are an­nexed to the spir­i­tual act they serve by de­pen­dence. The cer­tif­i­cate only has mean­ing in light of the cer­e­mony, and ac­quir­ing the cer­tif­i­cate is nec­es­sary in or­der for the cer­e­mony to be rec­og­nized as ac­tu­ally in­duct­ing some­one into church mem­ber­ship or church of­fice. There­fore, it is si­mony to charge for such cer­tif­i­cates or any­thing per­tain­ing to the cer­tif­i­cates: ink, pa­per, the la­bor of pro­duc­ing it, etc.
In a syn­odal ad­dress in July 595, Greg­ory the Great pro­vided this foun­da­tional pro­hi­bi­tion:
Fol­low­ing the an­cient rule of the fa­thers, I de­cree that noth­ing is ever to be re­ceived for or­di­na­tions, nei­ther from the giv­ing of the pal­lium, nor from the de­liv­ery of doc­u­ments, nor from that which a new pre­tense born of am­bi­tion has de­vised un­der the name of a writ­ing-tablet. For in or­dain­ing a bishop, the pon­tiff lays on his hand; the min­is­ter reads the Gospel les­son; and the no­tary writes the let­ter of con­fir­ma­tion. And just as it is not fit­ting for the pon­tiff to sell the hand he lays on, so nei­ther should the min­is­ter or the no­tary sell his voice or his pen in the or­di­na­tion. There­fore for or­di­na­tion, or for the pal­lium, or for doc­u­ments and the writ­ing-tablet, I en­tirely for­bid the one who is to be or­dained or who has been or­dained to give any­thing. If any­one pre­sumes to ex­act or seek any­thing un­der the name of profit from the afore­said things, he shall be sub­ject to guilt at the strict judg­ment of Al­mighty God.33

This pas­sage be­came the stan­dard au­thor­ity on the sub­ject. Many sub­se­quent au­thors who ad­dressed fees for or­di­na­tion doc­u­ments made ref­er­ence to this let­ter.
This pro­hi­bi­tion was none­the­less widely flouted. Wyc­liffe gave a pic­ture of fees ex­acted for or­di­na­tion: “the clerk of the pon­tiff who in­scribes the name of the can­di­date, the bar­ber even if he has not shaved the can­di­date—which is more as­ton­ish­ing—and the one pre­sent­ing let­ters di­mis­sory will not get them back un­til the tax has been paid to the devil, so that when all the si­mo­ni­a­cal tak­ings of the lesser min­is­ters are col­lected, in the bishop’s an­nual or­di­na­tion there ac­cu­mu­lates a great heap of si­mony amount­ing to many pounds.”34 Af­ter ap­peal­ing to the pas­sage from Greg­ory, he ex­plained that “in­fi­nite ex­cuses could be fab­ri­cated” that one does not pur­chase a spir­i­tual thing, apart from rec­og­niz­ing that “an ex­change is made re­gard­ing the tem­po­ral thing an­nexed to it.”35 
Books
Books are like­wise an­nexed to spir­i­tual things. Of­ten, the school­men spoke of them sim­i­larly to con­se­crated things, sub­ject to the same rules.36 Other times, they were de­scribed in re­la­tion as an­nexed merely to things of the hu­man spirit.37 Rarely was the dis­tinc­tion be­tween nat­ural sci­ence and theol­ogy dis­cussed in the con­text of con­cerns around the sale of books, but oc­ca­sion­ally it was ad­dressed in­di­rectly.
Rich­ard of Mid­dle­ton is rep­re­sen­ta­tive: “Con­cern­ing things an­nexed to spir­i­tual things with ref­er­ence to the hu­man spirit, it can be said that things an­nexed to teach­ing of nat­ural phi­los­o­phy—such as schools, books, and sim­i­lar things—can be sold as far as com­mon law is con­cerned, un­less the church sup­plied such things to a teacher for the in­struc­tion of cler­ics; in that case, he would not be per­mit­ted to ex­act any price for them.”38 Rich­ard pos­i­tively as­serted that the books “an­nexed to teach­ing of nat­ural phi­los­o­phy” (an­nexa doc­trine phys­ice) may be sold. He seemed to be op­er­at­ing on the as­sump­tion that this de­scribes all books, im­ply­ing that dif­fer­ent rules may ap­ply to books of theol­ogy. How­ever, it is not clear what these rules would be; per­haps they are the same as his stated rules on books ded­i­cated by the church for the ed­u­ca­tion of clergy, treated as con­se­crated things with the afore­men­tioned con­straints.
Sev­eral of the Eng­lish Re­form­ers com­mented on the sale of books as well, al­beit not fre­quently in the con­text of de­fin­ing si­mony.39 In iden­ti­fy­ing books as only be­ing holy in a sense of be­ing di­rected to a par­tic­u­lar use, the Pu­ri­tan Jer­e­miah Bur­roughs likened it to spe­cial days of thanks­giv­ing or fast­ing: they are made holy by their use, not by any in­her­ent prop­erty. The day has no in­her­ent ho­li­ness and is set apart by man for God rather than di­rectly by God him­self. Sim­i­larly, the pa­per that makes up a book has no in­her­ent ho­li­ness.40 The Pu­ri­tan Ben­ja­min Needler used books as an il­lus­tra­tion to ex­plain the fi­nan­cial main­te­nance of min­is­ters. The gospel can­not be put to sale, but Bibles can be­cause you are not sell­ing the truth but the cover, pa­per, and bind­ing. Sim­i­larly, when one sup­ports a min­is­ter, he is not buy­ing the truth that the min­is­ter gives.41
All of the fore­go­ing ad­dresses the sale of phys­i­cal books as an­nexed to theo­log­i­cal doc­trine rather than sale of their con­tents or the la­bor in­volved in their au­thor­ship. Such con­cerns over the sale of theo­log­i­cal train­ing were im­plic­itly ad­dressed in the pre­vi­ous chap­ter un­der the head­ing of Teach­ing, but by way of dem­on­stra­tion, con­sider one his­to­rian’s sum­mary eval­u­a­tion of the au­thor’s ethos through the time of the Ref­or­ma­tion:
Un­til the mid­dle of the eigh­teenth cen­tury it was con­sid­ered bad man­ners to write for re­mu­ner­a­tion in­stead of for rep­u­ta­tion. Up to that time only a few writ­ers had ever re­ceived a fee from their pub­lish­ers; and if they re­ceived it they were anx­ious to hide the fact. Eras­mus, for in­stance, was deeply hurt when some Ital­ian col­leagues hinted that Al­dus Ma­nu­tius had paid him for a book; and he vi­o­lently de­fended him­self against sim­i­lar in­sin­u­a­tions on the part of Hut­ten and oth­ers. Lu­ther never re­ceived so much as a far­thing for his hun­dreds of books and pam­phlets. Thomas Murner, the Ro­man Cath­o­lic pam­phle­teer, seems to have been the first to re­ceive a fee for his Geuch­matt in 1514.42

An es­pe­cially no­table ex­am­ple can be found in the life of Lu­ther. In 1539, the print­ers of Wit­ten­berg of­fered him a sup­ple­men­tal sal­ary that would have tri­pled his an­nual in­come, all merely for the op­por­tu­nity to be the first to pub­lish his new works; ex­clu­sive rights did not ex­ist at the time. Lu­ther re­jected the of­fer; he would not, he said, sell his grace. Re­mark­ing on how God had am­ply pro­vided so that he never needed to re­sort to such mea­sures, he con­tin­ued, “I have all my life never sold a sin­gle copy [of my writ­ings] nor held a lec­ture for a fee; and I mean to take that boast with me into the grave, God will­ing. Hav­ing food and cloth­ing, I shall be con­tent.”43 
Price as a Dis­cern­ment Mech­a­nism
Fre­quently, the cost of some­thing would be used to  ei­ther dis­cern or re­move doubts of an­nex­a­tion. While true an­nex­a­tion is fun­da­men­tally a mat­ter of de­pen­dence, whether one can be had with­out the other, the price of­ten makes the na­ture of the re­la­tion­ship ev­i­dent. For the lesser form of an­nex­a­tion—tem­po­ral ob­jects di­rected to spir­i­tual uses—costs be­yond the value of the ma­te­rial thing in­di­cate that the spir­i­tual thing is in­tended in the sale. In the words of Thomas of Stras­bourg, “the sale of that which is an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing does not con­sti­tute si­mony un­less it is sold in­so­far as it is an­nexed—that is, if in the sale re­gard is had to the spir­i­tual thing, and on ac­count of such an­nex­a­tion the tem­po­ral thing is sold more dearly.”44
Nu­mer­ous ex­am­ples can be given. This ap­plies to the cost of con­se­crated ves­sels match­ing the cost of the metal that com­poses them,45 con­se­crated wa­ter be­ing sold at the same price as reg­u­lar wa­ter,46 land with the right of pa­tron­age be­ing sold at the same rate as any other land,47 etc. Wyc­liffe as­serted that ex­ces­sively high prices for bless­ings and con­se­cra­tions in­di­cate that it is the spir­i­tual thing that is be­ing sold rather than any ef­fort on the part of the bishop.48 Hus ob­served the same re­gard­ing steep and widely vary­ing prices for let­ters con­firm­ing an or­di­na­tion.49 
Pos­i­tive Law Si­mony
A sec­ond way an­nex­a­tion can be con­sid­ered be­yond those al­ready ad­dressed is in terms of pos­i­tive law (ius pos­i­tivum). That is, can tem­po­ral things be an­nexed to spir­i­tual things merely by hu­man reg­u­la­tions?50 We might re­state the ques­tion us­ing sev­eral dis­tinc­tions, such as the dif­fer­ence be­tween some­thing that is in­trin­si­cally wrong (ma­lum in se) vs. ex­trin­si­cally wrong (ma­lum pro­hi­bi­tum). How­ever, the typ­i­cal scho­las­tic ap­proach on this topic was to con­trast things pro­hib­ited be­cause they are si­mo­ni­a­cal (pro­hi­bita quia si­mo­ni­aca) vs. things si­mo­ni­a­cal be­cause they are pro­hib­ited (si­mo­ni­aca quia pro­hi­bita).51
The gen­eral con­sen­sus is that the laws of the church do not have the power to make some­thing si­mony. A num­ber of dis­cus­sions on this go back to Du­ran­dus of Saint-Pour­çain. Within a larger dis­cus­sion on the mat­ter, he wrote, “the pro­hi­bi­tion of the law does not change the na­tures of things so as to make what is tem­po­ral spir­i­tual or vice versa; there­fore where there is no si­mony from the na­ture of the thing, there can­not be si­mony from the pro­hi­bi­tion of the law.”52 A mi­nor­ity will­ingly ac­knowl­edged a sec­ond spe­cies of si­mony merely by church law, though cat­e­gor­i­cally lesser.53 For ex­am­ple, the con­fes­sors’ man­u­als de­ter­mined that pos­i­tive law si­mony re­quired a pact to in­cur guilt, rather than be­ing es­tab­lished by the will alone.54
The most com­pre­hen­sive Eng­lish-lan­guage treat­ment of this ques­tion ap­pears to ex­ist in a tract writ­ten by John Caw­ley, Arch­dea­con of Lin­coln, af­ter his con­vic­tion for si­mony for let­ting out his ar­chi­di­a­co­nal ju­ris­dic­tion to a lay­man un­der a yearly pen­sion. Caw­ley mar­shaled Du­ran­dus and oth­ers to de­fend him­self, ar­gu­ing that his of­fense was only wrong be­cause it was pro­hib­ited (ma­lum pro­hi­bi­tum), not pro­hib­ited be­cause it was wrong (pro­hi­bi­tum quia ma­lum).55 Fur­ther, he saw his pen­alty as a con­tin­u­ing tyr­anny of Rome that man­aged to work its way into the as­sump­tions of the Eng­lish Church.56 Later, upon pe­ti­tion, he was re­in­stated by the crown.
Lu­ther de­cried the ex­pan­sion of the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony merely on the ba­sis of hu­man law: “And now to the Pa­pists ‘spir­i­tual goods’ means rev­enues, taxes, build­ings, towns, and ter­ri­to­ries, which are en­tirely po­lit­i­cal things.”57 He con­sid­ered these things to be “a most per­verse abuse and hor­ri­ble blind­ness in Canon law in the dis­pu­ta­tions about si­mony.”58 He fur­ther gibed that while the Pope was guilty of vi­o­lat­ing his own laws in seiz­ing phys­i­cal prop­er­ties, “our teach­ing frees him from his own books and de­crees and ab­solves him from the crime of si­mony.”59 On this count, Lu­ther of­fered a con­so­la­tion: “we ab­solve the Pope from this crime ac­cord­ing to the true def­i­ni­tion, in which he has en­tan­gled him­self by his own law: be­cause he does not sell spir­i­tual things—prop­erly so called—for he does not have them.”60 
Con­clu­sion
The cat­e­gory of spir­i­tual an­nexes ex­tends the pro­hi­bi­tion of si­mony be­yond the sale of spir­i­tual things them­selves to in­clude tem­po­ral things so joined to them that one can­not be sold with­out the other. As we have seen, an­nex­a­tion prin­ci­pally comes in the mu­tu­ally ex­clu­sive cat­e­gories of be­ing an­nexed by way of de­pen­dence or by way of di­rec­tion, al­though some have ar­gued for a third cat­e­gory in pos­i­tive law si­mony. Stan­dard ex­am­ples of spir­i­tual an­nexes in­clude con­se­crated things, ben­e­fices, land with rights of pa­tron­age, cer­tif­i­cates, and books. In each case, the cen­tral ques­tion is whether the tem­po­ral thing was so bound with a spir­i­tual thing that the lat­ter could not be ac­quired apart from the for­mer.
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Chapter 5
To Buy or Sell
Be­cause Si­mon Ma­gus sought to pur­chase the gift of the Spirit, some as­so­ciate si­mony par­tic­u­larly with the sin of buy­ing the Holy Spirit.1 How­ever, all se­ri­ous treat­ments of the mat­ter af­firm that si­mony is com­mit­ted in both sell­ing and buy­ing. On this point, many re­ferred back to fifth-cen­tury pope Ge­la­sius I and his epis­tle to the bish­ops of Lu­ca­nia, Brut­tium, and Sic­ily, whose twenty-fourth chap­ter de­clares, “both giver and re­ceiver alike are caught in the dam­na­tion of Si­mon.”2 Pe­ter Lom­bard wrote, “both the giv­ers and the re­ceivers are called si­mo­ni­acs, and both are struck by the same sen­tence.”3
Re­fer­ring to older sources, per­haps go­ing back to Chal­cedon, canon 3 of the Sec­ond Coun­cil of Braga (572) de­scribes “the an­cient de­cree of the fa­thers” as say­ing “cursed be the giver and re­ceiver.”4 Henry Bur­ton cited this canon fa­vor­ably5 and else­where wrote that sell­ers “are as deep in si­mony, as buy­ers.”6
In this chap­ter, we will first ex­am­ine the sym­me­try and asym­me­try be­tween buy­ing and sell­ing, con­sid­er­ing the rel­a­tive grav­ity of each. We will then turn to cases where the buyer may be en­tirely in­no­cent even while the seller is guilty. From there, we will con­sider the si­mo­ni­a­cal na­ture of with­hold­ing spir­i­tual things, whether by si­lence, false teach­ing, or re­fusal to min­is­ter. Fi­nally, we will sur­vey the broader cir­cle of guilt, trac­ing the ways one may par­tic­i­pate in­di­rectly in the sin.
Rel­a­tive Grav­ity
Wyc­liffe iden­ti­fied sell­ing and buy­ing as two sides of one coin. Re­fer­ring to them as “ge­hazia” (gesia) for sell­ing and “si­mon” (si­mo­nia) for buy­ing,7 he re­fused to grant pri­macy to ei­ther: “And these two poi­sons, the new and the old, fol­low one an­other as cor­rel­a­tives, and each em­braces the name of the other.”8 The twelfth-cen­tury mas­ter Hugh of St. Vic­tor spoke sim­i­larly when he re­marked, “the fol­low­ers of these, as they are not di­verse in er­ror, are not dis­tin­guished in dam­na­tion.”9
Fur­ther, Wyc­liffe took is­sue with this def­i­ni­tion of si­mony since it speaks of “buy­ing and sell­ing” rather than “buy­ing or sell­ing.” Wyc­liffe ac­knowl­edged that the art of Latin def­i­ni­tions is not to speak dis­junc­tively; that is, they tend to use “and” (et) in list­ing mat­ters rather than “or” (vel). As such, one might tech­ni­cally be cleared of charges be­cause he has only bought or only sold. Wyc­liffe’s so­lu­tion was to sim­ply use the word “ex­change” (com­mu­ta­cio) to re­move am­bi­gu­ity.10
On one hand, these state­ments af­firm­ing a sym­me­try of ac­tion are un­ob­jec­tion­able; no si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tion can oc­cur with­out both seller and buyer. How­ever, if they are to be taken as state­ments of grav­ity, as though each mode of trans­ac­tion is equally hei­nous, there are rea­sons to re­gard the sale of spir­i­tual things as worse than the pur­chase of spir­i­tual things. In the words of Bo­na­ven­ture, “A bishop who sells sins more gravely than a sub­ject who buys.”11 Re­turn­ing to Greg­ory’s in­flu­en­tial fourth hom­ily on the gos­pels, he ob­served that Si­mon sought “to more wrongly sell what he had wrongly bought.”12 Sim­i­larly, Basil of Cae­sa­rea wrote in his fifty-third epis­tle, “He who through ig­no­rance wants to buy is less guilty than he who sells the gift of God.”13 While the fo­cus of this state­ment is on the cul­pa­bil­ity as­so­ci­ated with one’s un­der­stand­ing, it like­wise dem­on­strates an as­so­ci­a­tion be­tween cul­pa­bil­ity and sale. The seller of a spir­i­tual thing is far more likely to be aware that the sale is il­licit than the pur­chaser. Fur­ther, as the school­men ar­gued, the seller gives what he does not own, and what he has been com­manded to give freely (Matt. 10:8; 1 Cor. 4:1).14 The pur­chaser does not la­bor un­der the same oblig­a­tions as the min­is­ter.
Licit Pur­chases
While the buyer may be less guilty than the seller, he may also be com­pletely in­no­cent. This oc­curs par­tic­u­larly in the case of a spir­i­tual good that is be­ing wrongly with­held from a pur­chaser. In such a case, the pur­chaser es­sen­tially pays a ran­som. In typ­i­cal scho­las­tic writ­ings, such a pur­chaser is said to “re­deem vex­a­tion” (red­i­mere vex­a­tionem), or per­haps more id­iomat­i­cally in Eng­lish we might say that he buys off the ha­rass­ment.
A num­ber of dis­cus­sions on this no­tion point back to In­no­cent IV’s Com­men­ta­ria on the dec­re­tals.15 Ad­mit­ting that the seller is guilty in a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change, he en­ter­tained the ques­tion of whether the buyer must be:
How­ever, to a lay­man whom it is clear has no ju­ris­dic­tion—if he de­spoils him of a church, or would cause him to be shunned de facto as though ex­com­mu­ni­cated—or even to a cleric who does not claim he acted by right, but by force, it is per­mit­ted to give [a pay­off]. Be­cause he gives noth­ing for a spir­i­tual thing, but only for vex­a­tion, which it is per­mit­ted to re­deem.16

The pre­ced­ing text had dealt with a sit­u­a­tion where the op­pres­sor was a su­pe­rior, but here the op­pres­sor is one with­out real church au­thor­ity but has some mech­a­nism of de­fraud­ing a bishop. In­no­cent used this case be­cause it is clear that noth­ing spir­i­tual is be­ing bought, since the lay per­son has noth­ing spir­i­tual to sell. The one who pays him is only buy­ing off the ha­rass­ment.
Aqui­nas de­scribed a sim­i­lar dy­namic. Be­fore one ac­quires a right to a bish­opric, “it would be si­mo­ni­a­cal to buy off the op­po­si­tion of ad­ver­saries with money.”17 How­ever, if he has al­ready ac­quired the right, “it is law­ful to re­move un­just im­ped­i­ments by means of money.”18 In sum­mary, it would be wrong for some­one un­qual­i­fied for a spir­i­tual of­fice to pur­chase that of­fice. How­ever, for some­one who is qual­i­fied for that of­fice and un­justly kept from it, it is not nec­es­sar­ily wrong to re­move that in­jus­tice by means of pay­ment. We might make an anal­ogy in terms of hu­man traf­fick­ing. While it would be wrong to buy hu­mans as chat­tel, no one would fault a man for ran­som­ing a kid­napped fam­ily mem­ber. The kid­nap­per is guilty in the sale, but the ran­somer is in­no­cent.
In his gloss on Mat­thew 10:8, John Ma­jor ar­gued that this prin­ci­ple can be ap­plied not only when the pur­chaser him­self is be­ing kept from some­thing he has a right to, but any time it would keep the seller from some evil ac­tion: “It is licit to give money to a man so that he aban­dons his vice or ac­com­mo­dates him­self to vir­tue.”19 If it may be per­mis­si­ble to pay an elec­tor to elect an un­suit­able bishop, then it may be per­mis­si­ble to pay him to elect a suit­able one.20 Re­deem­ing the vex­a­tion dis­tin­guishes it­self from bib­ery in that it uses money to turn the wicked away from in­jus­tice.
This ex­emp­tion for “re­deem­ing vex­a­tion” con­tin­ued with Prot­es­tant au­thors. To in­clude a Pu­ri­tan ex­am­ple, Ames con­curred, “Nei­ther [is it prop­erly si­mony] if any thing is given by him, which hath a cer­tain and un­doubted right to the spir­i­tual func­tion, for the avoid­ing of un­just trou­bles.”21 Lu­ther him­self de­fended the con­cept,22 go­ing so far as to en­cour­age rul­ing Prot­es­tant au­thor­i­ties to give to the pope a yearly sums of thou­sands of crowns “that the shed­ding of blood and other scan­dals might cease, and the Gospel could be spread in peace.”23 He added, “This is no si­mony but the re­demp­tion of vex­a­tion.”24
Two ex­am­ples are re­peat­edly of­fered as case stud­ies for this dy­namic: Ja­cob’s birth­right and bap­tisms un­justly with­held. Fol­low­ing the ex­emp­tion through both, we will also ex­am­ine how pru­dence must gov­ern its use.
Ja­cob’s Birth­right
In Gen­e­sis 25:29–34, Esau sells his birth­right to Ja­cob. While the birth­right it­self may be com­posed of phys­i­cal in­her­i­tances, there is a spir­i­tual qual­ity as­so­ci­ated with pri­mo­gen­i­ture, the right of the first­born, the first­born serv­ing as priests un­til the days of Aaron (Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:11–13).25 Be­cause of this, it seems that there may be noth­ing wrong in sell­ing or buy­ing spir­i­tual things.
The com­mon re­sponse at this point was that Ja­cob was free to pur­chase the birth­right be­cause it was owed to him.26
Lu­ther took is­sue with these dis­cus­sions, de­scrib­ing the idea of si­mony in Gen­e­sis 25 as the “fan­tasies” of “soph­ists,”27 but his so­lu­tion dif­fered lit­tle. Where the me­dievals spoke of Ja­cob be­ing due the birth­right by di­vine elec­tion, Lu­ther con­tended that it was for­feit on ac­count of Esau’s con­tempt.28 Lec­tur­ing on the same pas­sage years later, he added that there was no trans­ac­tion of a spir­i­tual thing at all, the birth­right be­ing on this ac­count al­ready trans­ferred into Ja­cob’s hands.29 Though dis­miss­ing the la­bel of “si­mony,” Lu­ther still spoke of Ja­cob’s stew as a “re­demp­tion of vex­a­tion.”30 In de­scrib­ing a hy­po­thet­i­cal bar­gain with the pope, he claimed, “I am not buy­ing; I am merely throw­ing a morsel and red len­tils at my ad­ver­sary.”31 
Bap­tisms Held to Ran­som
Though it does not ap­pear di­rectly in Lom­bard’s Sen­tences, the school­men ad­dressed this ques­tion on the fifth dis­tinc­tion of book four. In the con­text of hav­ing as­serted that her­e­tics are in­deed able to ad­min­is­ter le­git­i­mate bap­tisms, the ques­tion arises for si­mo­ni­acs. If the wicked ad­min­is­tra­tor of the sac­ra­ment is not just any kind of her­e­tic but a si­mo­niac, would one be able to le­git­i­mately re­ceive bap­tism? If the re­cip­i­ent of bap­tism were to pay the ad­min­is­tra­tor, he may po­ten­tially en­gage in si­mony him­self, in­val­i­dat­ing the work since wicked men can­not re­ceive a le­git­i­mate bap­tism.
Of­ten, the same an­swer is given at this point, al­beit with ad­di­tional ca­veats. One who pays to be rid of the priest’s ha­rass­ment does not en­gage in si­mony, even though the seller does.32 The ad­di­tional ca­veats arise from the afore­men­tioned con­clu­sions about the ex opere op­er­ato ef­fi­cacy of the work. If bap­tism can be ad­min­is­tered by so many, it should be easy enough to find some­one else to do the work. In the case of a par­ent for a child, even the par­ent could per­form the bap­tism him­self.
Oth­ers in­sisted that be­cause si­mony is so great a sin, the bap­tism of the Spirit—or a bap­tism of true de­sire—suf­fices in such a con­di­tion, and no one should pay a si­mo­niac for bap­tism.33 How­ever, it also ap­pears that works com­ing to this con­clu­sion do not con­sider the cat­e­gory of a pay­ment de­signed to re­deem from un­just op­po­si­tion. John Duns Sco­tus had per­haps the most thor­ough dis­cus­sion of this prob­lem, con­sid­er­ing both sides, but ul­ti­mately de­cid­ing such a bap­tism could not be pur­chased.34 One com­men­ta­tor noted that he did not speak in “the mode of the an­cients” by em­ploy­ing the phrase “re­deem­ing from vex­a­tion,” sus­pect­ing that this jus­ti­fi­ca­tion does not ap­ply in this case of par­tic­u­lar dif­fi­culty.35
The same prin­ci­ple of re­mov­ing im­ped­i­ments was ex­tended from the case of one’s own bap­tism to the case of an­other’s com­ing to the faith at all. The canon­ist Pan­or­mi­tanus per­haps gave the full­est sum­mary, ac­knowl­edg­ing that au­thor­i­ties had di­vided, but he ul­ti­mately con­cluded that one may fi­nan­cially as­sist in the process if the po­ten­tial con­vert al­ready has suf­fi­cient mo­ti­va­tion to con­vert. He il­lus­trated it with the ob­ser­va­tion that “many Jews have amassed great wealth through the de­prav­ity of usury and fear com­ing to the faith be­cause they would have to re­store all that was wrong­fully taken.” One may lic­itly help such a con­vert make res­ti­tu­tion since the pay­ment clears an ob­sta­cle to em­brac­ing the faith rather than mak­ing a si­mo­ni­a­cal ap­peal to cu­pid­ity.36 
The Rule of Pru­dence
The cat­e­gory for re­deem­ing vex­a­tion is gen­u­ine, but as we have seen with bap­tism, it is nar­rower than it may at first ap­pear. It is not a blan­ket li­cense, but re­quires pru­den­tial judg­ment to weigh the good the pay­ment se­cures against the harm it en­tails: com­plic­ity in an­other’s sin, per­pet­u­a­tion of an evil cus­tom, and scan­dal on the church. Thus, we ob­served that Sco­tus de­clined to speak “in the mode of the an­cients.”
Per­haps it is for this rea­son that Wyc­liffe spoke of buy­ing and sell­ing as so cer­tainly sym­met­ric. Hus fol­lowed af­ter him. Both were con­cerned not so much with how to live in spite of cor­rup­tion as with how to con­front it di­rectly. Sur­vey­ing the land­scape of his own day, Hus judged that one who qual­i­fied to hold of­fice should never pay a fee to en­ter, and con­tin­ued pro­lep­ti­cally:
But im­me­di­ately you will ob­ject to this: “If this is how it ought to be, then no one should give money, and the of­fi­cials will not al­low it; if every­one did this, no one would be a parish priest.” To this I say that if every­one did so, the of­fi­cials would have to ad­mit them whether they liked it or not.
But you say again: “If I do not give money, an­other will.” To this I say that if you wish to ex­cuse your­self by that ar­gu­ment, then even the ex­e­cu­tioner, the bai­liff, and the har­lot will ex­cuse them­selves; for each of them says: “If I am not the ex­e­cu­tioner or the bai­liff, an­other will be; if I am not a har­lot, an­other will be.”
You may yet say: “But oth­ers com­monly give money.” And I an­swer that oth­ers com­monly sin, yet that does not mean you should sin.
You may yet say: “But it is an an­cient cus­tom.” And I say that an evil cus­tom, the longer it en­dures, the greater pun­ish­ment it in­curs from God, as I shall dem­on­strate later. And I mar­vel why we do not keep the older and good cus­tom of the holy apos­tles, which they re­ceived from Christ, when he said to them: “Freely you have re­ceived, freely give.” And why do they not fear the bless­ing of St. Pe­ter, which he gave to Si­mon, say­ing: “Your money per­ish with you, be­cause you thought you could ob­tain the gift of God with money.”37

On one hand, Hus’s rhet­o­ric is stark, paint­ing in black and white. He called the pur­chase a sin with­out paus­ing to qual­ify, and no­where did he af­firm the cat­e­gory of re­deem­ing vex­a­tion. Yet nei­ther should we pre­sume he meant to deny it al­to­gether. Each an­swer to each ob­jec­tion is, in ef­fect, a step in this ex­er­cise of pru­dence. That Lu­ther, a self-de­clared Hus­site,38 later com­mended such pur­chases need not im­ply a theo­log­i­cal di­ver­gence from his fore­run­ner. Rather, life on dif­fer­ent sides of the Ref­or­ma­tion re­quired dif­fer­ent strat­e­gies for faith­ful­ness.
With­hold­ing Spir­i­tual Things
Be­yond the strict cat­e­gories of buy­ing and sell­ing where some­thing spir­i­tual is ex­changed, what about those times when a spir­i­tual thing is with­held? If a min­is­ter re­fuses to give freely what he has freely re­ceived (Matt. 10:8), he vi­o­lates this com­mand no less than if he had sold it.:foot­note[“Were he to take any­thing for the use of his spir­i­tual power, this would amount not to let­ting out his la­bor—which he is bound to ren­der as a debt of the of­fice he has un­der­taken—but to sell­ing the very use of spir­i­tual grace.” Aqui­nas, ST II‑II, q. 100, a. 3, ad 3.] The with­hold­ing of spir­i­tual things for ma­te­rial gain is there­fore it­self a spe­cies of si­mony.
No pres­sure should be brought to bear on those un­will­ing to give “through the with­hold­ing of spir­i­tual things that are owed, for that would have a cer­tain ap­pear­ance of sell­ing.”39 Or more di­rectly, “If a min­is­ter or pas­tor of the Church were un­will­ing to teach you about the for­give­ness of sins and the ben­e­fits of the Gospel, and re­fused you ab­so­lu­tion un­less you re­deemed it from him for a hun­dred gold pieces—that would be si­mo­ni­a­cal.”40 This is true even in ex­treme con­di­tions. Wil­liam Vo­ri­long pre­sented the ques­tion: “If a cu­rate has noth­ing in the parish to live on, can he with­hold di­vine ser­vices?”41 Ap­peal­ing to canon law, he an­swered, “It is said that he can­not; oth­er­wise he would be con­sid­ered a si­mo­niac.”42
First, we will dem­on­strate this pro­hi­bi­tion by way of the par­tic­u­lar ex­am­ple of false teach­ing. Af­ter­ward, we will qual­ify the na­ture of the oblig­a­tion to give rather than with­hold, which does not ap­ply equally to all out­side the of­fice of min­is­ter.
The Ex­am­ple of False Teach­ing
A clear case in point for this is the na­ture of false teach­ing. Sell­ing false spir­i­tual things is rec­og­nized as si­mony as surely as sell­ing true ones. Prot­es­tants and me­dievals alike ad­mit­ted this, al­though of­ten in­di­rectly. For ex­am­ple, Prot­es­tants, though iden­ti­fy­ing in­dul­gences as false, typ­i­cally re­gard their sale as si­mony.43 Among the me­dievals, the fre­quent ap­peal to the si­mo­ni­a­cally dis­trib­uted false priest­hood of Jer­oboam dem­on­strates the same.44 Hus used 2 Pe­ter 2:3 (“in their greed they will ex­ploit you with false words”) in his de­scrip­tion of a dis­tinct class of si­mo­ni­acs who are liars.45 Fur­ther­more, 2 Co­rin­thi­ans 2:17 (“ped­dle the word of God”) is fre­quently ap­plied to this ef­fect.
How­ever, The Anat­omy of Si­mon Ma­gus puts it pre­cisely, di­vid­ing si­mony into two cat­e­gories. While the lat­ter is set­ting to sale what is true, mak­ing it vend­i­ble, the for­mer is that si­mo­ni­acs speak lies: “ei­ther for their ad­van­tage and gain, they ob­trude false­hood and er­ror for truth, and min­is­ter to peo­ple cor­rupt, in­stead of whole­some food; so sell­ing for up­right, what is but so­phis­ti­cate and coun­ter­feit.”46 Such men are “bribed […] to smother the truth and coun­sel of God.”47
The min­is­ter who “ob­trudes” false­hood nec­es­sar­ily with­holds truth. The one who “smoth­ers” it does like­wise. Though he has re­ceived the truth freely and ought to give it freely, he nec­es­sar­ily hides it when he dis­penses lies. 
The Qual­i­fi­ca­tion of Oblig­a­tion
Of course, not every act of with­hold­ing a spir­i­tual good is si­mo­ni­a­cal; for one to be guilty on this front, there must be the oblig­a­tion to “freely give,” which is typ­i­cally es­tab­lished through spir­i­tual of­fice. In the words of John Ma­jor, “It is a gen­eral rule, and from nat­ural law, that a man does not ac­quire own­er­ship of money through an act he is bound to per­form freely.”48 Fre­quently, this was the rea­son given for why one must not with­hold the word or sac­ra­ments.
The school­men gave the ex­am­ple of a judge to dem­on­strate this,49 es­pe­cially go­ing back to the words of Au­gus­tine: “a judge ought not to sell a true judg­ment, nor a wit­ness true tes­ti­mony; but an ad­vo­cate may sell his just ad­vo­cacy, and a ju­rist his true coun­sel.”50 This con­clu­sion was deemed sound be­cause the judge and wit­ness must per­form their roles, but the ad­vo­cate and ju­rist are not so bound.51 Ac­cord­ingly, in mat­ters of spir­i­tual judg­ment, as in the ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal courts, such a sale of judg­ment is si­mony.52 Out­side of ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal courts, such judg­ments are not truly spir­i­tual in the sense of be­ing de­riv­a­tive of di­vine rev­e­la­tion, so can­not strictly be called si­mony.53
The ap­pli­ca­tion to the pas­toral of­fice is not that some­one out­side of it would be per­mit­ted to charge for the same ac­tiv­i­ties a min­is­ter might per­form, but that those out­side are cer­tainly not ob­lig­ated to give freely in the sense of pos­i­tively giv­ing. The lit­er­a­ture also dis­cusses whether a judge could charge for travel ex­penses to ar­rive. Some an­swered “yes”54 and oth­ers “no.”55 These ques­tions, of course, seem to have a bear­ing on the pas­tor’s of­fice as well.  
In­di­rect Par­tic­i­pa­tion
The tra­di­tion of moral theol­ogy rec­og­nized that one could be guilty not only as the prin­ci­pal agent of any sin but also as an ac­ces­sory. The school­men enu­mer­ated nine ways of be­ing com­plicit in an­other’s sin, sum­ma­rized in a widely known mne­monic cou­plet:
Ius­sio, con­sil­ium, con­sen­sus, palpo, re­cur­sus, Par­tic­i­pans, mu­tus, non ob­stans, non man­i­fes­tans.56

That is: com­mand, coun­sel, con­sent, flat­tery, har­bor­ing, par­tak­ing, si­lence, not hin­der­ing, and not dis­clos­ing. These were un­der­stood to ap­ply to any sin what­ever. Eng­lish au­thors like­wise treated them as a gen­eral frame­work.57
There­fore, while the prin­ci­pal agents of any si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change are the buyer and the seller, any me­di­a­tor is like­wise im­pli­cated.58 No au­thor ap­plied all nine modes of in­di­rect par­tic­i­pa­tion sys­tem­at­i­cally to si­mony, but two ab­bre­vi­ated cat­a­logs are worth con­sid­er­ing. One is pro­vided by Wyc­liffe and Hus, and the other is found in the anon­y­mous Anat­omy of Si­mon Ma­gus.
Wyc­liffe and Hus’s Six Ways
While he in­tro­duced these cat­e­gories more gen­er­ally else­where,59 Wyc­liffe ap­plied six modes of con­sent to the sin of si­mony, pre­sent­ing them in a cou­plet sim­i­lar to the one above.
Con­sen­tit op­er­ans, de­fend­ens, con­sil­ium dans Ac auc­to­risans, non iu­vans nec rep­re­hen­dens.60

That is: one con­sents by aid­ing, de­fend­ing, coun­sel­ing, au­tho­riz­ing, not help­ing, and not re­prov­ing. He went on to give some de­scrip­tion of these in the sub­se­quent par­a­graph.61
Hus took this ap­pli­ca­tion of the frame­work and ex­panded it in the ninth chap­ter of his own trea­tise. While crit­i­cal edi­tions do not type­set it ac­cord­ingly, he seemed to have in­tended a sim­i­lar cou­plet in Czech:
po­mocí, obranú, radú, potvrzením, nepo­mocí a ne­tresk­táním62

“So that peo­ple may guard against si­mony on every side,” Hus wrote, “we must fur­ther know that every­one who con­sents to si­mony sins thereby and shares in si­mony.”63 He then con­sid­ered each of the six in turn.
By aid: One is guilty of si­mony “by in­ter­ced­ing, bro­ker­ing among si­mo­ni­acs, or oth­er­wise pro­vid­ing oc­ca­sion, whether by let­ters, by mes­sages, by lend­ing money, by hold­ing their case in court, or by other means.”64
By de­fense: Many in­cur the guilt of si­mony by de­fend­ing it, ei­ther ex­cus­ing all who have not been con­demned by hu­man courts or at other times ob­fus­cat­ing the na­ture of the pay­ment, claim­ing that it is made for la­bor rather than any spir­i­tual thing. How­ever, such de­fenses are typ­i­cally not ab­sent di­rect par­tic­i­pa­tion in the sin since they are of­ten of­fered “be­cause they them­selves run the same course.”65 From there, Hus gave a run­ning com­men­tary on Mat­thew 23:2–8 along with other com­ments on pas­sages in the gos­pels, de­scrib­ing the pride, hy­poc­risy, and love of honor among the mas­ters of his day, ex­tend­ing his ex­po­si­tion of this mode of par­tic­i­pa­tion longer than the other five com­bined.66
By coun­sel: One par­takes of si­mony by de­vis­ing ways for the buyer or seller to ac­com­plish a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change. Hus de­scribed a great com­pany of such ad­vi­sors at the pa­pal court, “who de­vise […] all man­ner of won­drous tricks, and all so that the pope and they may gather more money and the buy­ers may give more,” though hop­ing that many were not like this.67 He added that “to de­scribe all these de­vices, even just those I know of, would take far too long.”68
By con­fir­ma­tion: All are par­tak­ers who as­sent to si­mony. Hus placed par­tic­u­lar blame on “the pow­er­ful kings, princes, and lords, bish­ops and other dig­ni­taries, who ought to sup­press it.”69 He re­jected the ex­cuse of one in a po­si­tion of power who would claim dis­in­ter­est in the af­fairs of clergy. A prince who was slan­dered, robbed, or cuck­olded would take ven­geance at once, yet si­mony is a far greater of­fense since it is against the Holy Spirit him­self.70
By not help­ing: Fol­low­ing the pre­ced­ing con­cerns, one who has power to pre­vent his neigh­bor from sink­ing in sin to­ward dam­na­tion should act to pre­vent it. Hus il­lus­trated the point with an anal­ogy: “any­one who sees a per­son drown­ing in wa­ter and, be­ing able to help, does not help, would be guilty of that per­son’s death.”71
By not re­prov­ing: When one is si­lent re­gard­ing si­mony, he par­tic­i­pates in the sin of si­mony. On this point, Hus ap­pealed to Ro­mans 1:32 (“not only those who do such things are wor­thy of death, but also those who con­sent to those who do them”) and Is­i­dore as cited by Gra­tian: “Who­ever con­sents to those who sin and de­fends an­other who is sin­ning shall be ac­cursed both be­fore God and be­fore men, and shall be pun­ished with the most cruel pun­ish­ment.”72
Hus con­cluded his treat­ment with an adap­ta­tion of a par­a­ble orig­i­nat­ing from Wyc­liffe’s in­tro­duc­tion of these six cat­e­gories in De Of­fi­cio Re­gis.73 Sub­stan­tially elab­o­rat­ing on Wyc­liffe’s anal­ogy, Hus de­scribed a city that a cer­tain king had es­tab­lished and re­cap­tured from en­e­mies at the cost of his own life. If some­one then handed that city over for money against the king’s will, the guilt would ex­tend not only to the one who sur­ren­dered it and the one who re­ceived it, but also to the bro­ker, the scribes of both par­ties, the mes­sen­gers, the sure­ties, the ne­go­tia­tors, the money lender, the one who sup­plied the pa­per for the doc­u­ments, the com­mu­nity that sub­mit­ted will­ingly, and the watch­man who did not cry out—in short, every­one who could have helped pre­vent it. “So it is with si­mony” be­cause the city that falls vic­tim is that peo­ple “whom the Sav­ior him­self cre­ated and, fight­ing at the cost of his own life unto death on the cross, lib­er­ated from the devil.”74 
The Anat­o­mist’s Four Ways
As­sert­ing that one may be ei­ther a prin­ci­pal agent or an abet­tor,75 the Anat­o­mist pro­vided four cat­e­gories of in­di­rect par­tic­i­pa­tion: ad­vice, ap­pro­ba­tion, con­niv­ance, and pa­tron­iza­tion.76
By ad­vice: One in­curs the guilt of si­mony “by pro­mot­ing of a si­mo­ni­a­cal de­sign, in be­com­ing a me­di­a­tor, or se­cret agent; ei­ther by ad­vice and coun­sel, or by trans­act­ing be­twixt the par­ties, or in be­half of ei­ther of them, in any con­di­tion, com­pact, or pay­ment of money; or by us­ing any sin­is­ter de­vices for that ef­fect.”77 On this count, Eze­kiel is in­structed to proph­esy against those who de­vise mis­chief and give wicked coun­sel (Ezek. 11:2–4).78 Like­wise, Jez­e­bel’s se­cret trans­ac­tions to de­liver Na­both’s vine­yard to Ahab brought down the same judg­ment upon her as upon Ahab him­self (1 Kings 21:23).79 It is on this ground that Chal­cedon de­creed so se­verely against me­di­a­tors in si­mo­ni­a­cal bar­gains80 and canon law voided a si­mo­ni­a­cal elec­tion even when the one elected was ig­no­rant of the pay­ments made on his be­half.81
By ap­pro­ba­tion: “Con­sent or ap­pro­ba­tion ren­ders a man guilty of the sin to which he con­sents.”82 On this point, the Anat­o­mist ap­pealed to Psalm 50:18 (“When thou saw­est a thief, then thou con­sent­edst with him.”)83 and Paul’s own con­fes­sion in Acts 22:20, that “he was con­sent­ing to the shed­ding of the blood of that proto-mar­tyr Ste­phen.”84 “And, is not he then guilty be­fore God,” asked the Anat­o­mist, “who, see­ing one as a thief and a rob­ber, climb­ing up into the sheep­fold of Christ by si­mo­ni­a­cal means, yields his con­sent thereto?”85
By con­niv­ance: One in­curs the guilt of si­mony “when be­ing privy thereto, he winks thereat, or for­bear­eth, ac­cord­ing to his place and call­ing, ei­ther to op­pose him­self thereto or to cen­sure the same.”86 As God threat­ens those who hide their eyes from child sac­ri­fice (Lev. 20:4), pun­ished Eli for con­niv­ing at his sons’ wicked­ness (1 Sam. 2; 3:13–14), and re­buked Thy­a­tira for suf­fer­ing Jez­e­bel (Rev. 2:20), so he does to those who wink at si­mony.87 As Sol­o­mon said, “Whoso is part­ner with a thief hat­eth his own soul” (Prov. 29:24).88
By pa­tron­iz­ing: Pa­tron­iz­ing oc­curs when one “takes part with si­mo­ni­a­cal per­sons, and bears them out, ei­ther by coun­te­nanc­ing them in their sin, or by plead­ing for them, or by set­ting him­self out to jus­tify and de­fend them therein.”89 One who does so, the Anat­o­mist said, es­pouses the in­ter­est of Sa­tan as well as of Si­mon and “stands upon his side against God.”90 In dem­on­stra­tion, he brought to bear a num­ber of Scrip­ture proofs: adapt­ing the words of Jerub­baal’s fa­ther to the men of his city (Judg. 6:31), the Anat­o­mist asked: “Will ye plead for Si­mon Ma­gus? Will ye de­fend him?”91 Such a thing is also like help­ing Ahab (2 Chron. 19:2)92 or sid­ing with the poor for an evil cause (Exod. 23:3).93 One should ex­pect se­vere wrath if he strength­ens the hands of evil­do­ers (Jer. 23:14–15).94  
Con­clu­sion
The sin of si­mony does not at­tach to one side of the trans­ac­tion alone. Both buyer and seller stand con­demned, though not equally. The seller—who has re­ceived freely and is com­manded to give freely—typ­i­cally bears the greater guilt. The buyer—who may act from ig­no­rance or even from gen­u­ine need—may bear less guilt, or in some cases, none at all. When he merely “re­deems vex­a­tion,” he does not tech­ni­cally buy a spir­i­tual thing, but a tem­po­ral thing.
Yet the sym­me­try of the sin should not be lost in these qual­i­fi­ca­tions. The trans­ac­tion re­quires two par­ties, and each will­ingly shares in its cor­rup­tion. Hus’s in­sis­tence that the of­fice-seeker should al­ways de­cline to pay un­der­scores how nar­row the ex­emp­tion for re­deem­ing vex­a­tion truly is. Even when re­deem­ing vex­a­tion to ob­tain what is right­fully his, the buyer may be­come com­plicit in per­pet­u­at­ing an in­jus­tice. Some­times, pru­dence re­quires re­fus­ing to par­tic­i­pate at all.
The case of with­hold­ing ex­tends the logic still fur­ther. By vir­tue of his of­fice, the min­is­ter is ob­lig­ated to give freely. When he is called to of­fer truth, he may nei­ther be si­lent nor of­fer lies. When other spir­i­tual ser­vice is called of him, he must give.
Nor does the cir­cle of guilt end with the prin­ci­pal par­ties. The tra­di­tion rec­og­nized that one could be com­plicit in si­mony through in­di­rect par­tic­i­pa­tion: by coun­sel­ing, de­fend­ing, bro­ker­ing, con­niv­ing at, or sim­ply fail­ing to op­pose a si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tion. Both Hus and the Anat­o­mist cat­a­loged these modes of com­plic­ity at length, and both ar­rived at the same con­clu­sion: si­lence and in­ac­tion in the face of si­mony are them­selves forms of con­sent. The sin ra­di­ates out­ward from buyer and seller to im­pli­cate all who had power to pre­vent it and did not.
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Chapter 6
An Earnest Desire
Si­mony is an “ear­nest de­sire” (stu­diosa vol­un­tas) to com­mer­cial­ize spir­i­tual things, but the Eng­lish ren­der­ing of this phrase var­ies across sources. Some have ren­dered it as a “de­lib­er­ate will” or “ex­press will.” Thomas Aqui­nas ex­plained that vol­un­tas in­di­cates that si­mony is a mat­ter of the will rather than a mat­ter of the in­tel­lect, and that stu­diosa in­di­cates choice (elec­tio).1 That is, there must be a will­ful de­sire for the ex­change, not just a ra­tio­nal ap­pe­tite for spir­i­tual things ex­ceed­ing that of tem­po­ral things. For this rea­son, the me­dieval works on si­mony rou­tinely re­sponded to Dan­iel 4:272 (“re­deem your sins with alms”) as a stock ob­jec­tion.3 Greg­ory the Great’s gloss on Mat­thew 4:18–22 (“Im­me­di­ately they left their nets and fol­lowed him”) that “the king­dom of God is worth as much as you have”4 of­ten at­tends this con­sid­er­a­tion as well.5 An­swer­ing that “buy­ing” is a met­a­phor for merit and does not au­tho­rize com­merce in spir­i­tual things, they con­ceded that these two au­thor­i­ties dem­on­strate the pro­pri­ety of rec­og­niz­ing the sur­pass­ing value of spir­i­tual things, and, in that sense, de­sir­ing to make such an ex­change.6
In other words, the qual­i­fier of “ear­nest” (stu­diosa) in­di­cates that in or­der for this “de­sire” (vol­un­tas) to be sin­ful, it must pro­ceed from the will as a choice. There is no sin in rec­og­niz­ing that the things of God are to be val­ued more than money and that such an ex­change, if it were law­ful, would be to one’s ben­e­fit (Prov. 23:23). The sin is in a de­sire that dis­counts those mat­ters which un­der­mine its law­ful­ness. By way of il­lus­tra­tion, we might ob­serve that “lust” is not in rec­og­niz­ing fe­male beauty or even in the de­sire for sex­ual in­ter­course upon law­ful con­di­tions, but in the ear­nest de­sire (ἐπιθυμῆσαι) that does not fully ap­pre­ci­ate such qual­i­fi­ca­tions (Matt. 5:28).
On both of these counts, Wyc­liffe pre­ferred the phrase “in­or­di­nate will­ing” (in­or­di­nata vo­li­cio).7 First, “in­or­di­nate” (in­or­di­nata) in­di­cates that it is a dis­or­dered will, rather than a rightly or­dered will that makes licit ex­changes for spir­i­tual things. He gave sev­eral ex­am­ples: we are to “buy with­out money” (Isa. 55:1), teach­ers are to re­ceive a tem­po­ral sti­pend in the con­text of their in­struc­tion (1 Cor. 9:11), the giv­ing of tithes, of­fer­ings, etc.8 Sec­ond, “will­ing” (vo­li­cio) in­di­cates that there must be an act of the will but does not re­quire any ex­trin­sic act (ac­tus ex­trin­se­cus). While he ac­knowl­edged that this is all al­most cer­tainly in­tended by stu­diosa vol­un­tas, he be­lieved that in­or­di­nata vo­li­cio dis­am­big­u­ated the mat­ter.9
At least Wyc­liffe’s sec­ond con­cern—if not his first—is jus­ti­fied in light of some al­ter­na­tive def­i­ni­tions that have been of­fered. Some me­dievals pro­posed that stu­diosa vol­un­tas be taken to mean “a de­sire car­ried through to ef­fect.”10 How­ever, such pro­pos­als seem to be­long more to canon­i­cal ju­ris­pru­dence than moral theol­ogy. For ex­am­ple, Rich­ard of Mid­dle­ton of­fered this def­i­ni­tion be­cause al­though the de­sire to buy or sell spir­i­tual things is it­self a sin, “it nev­er­the­less does not oblige one to re­nounce or re­store the thing ac­quired.”11 He set this read­ing along­side the al­ter­na­tive of a de­sire that is “not one that comes over him un­awares [sub­rep­to­ria], but one he chooses [eli­gens].”12
How­ever, this is not the most com­mon un­der­stand­ing of the phrase, nor does it seem to be Aqui­nas’s. In re­spond­ing to the ob­jec­tion that his def­i­ni­tion is un­en­force­able on ac­count of it be­ing based on an in­ter­nal move­ment of the heart, he wrote, “It must be said that as re­gards God, the will alone makes a si­mo­niac; but as re­gards the ex­ter­nal ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal pen­alty, he is not pun­ished […] but must re­pent.”13
Our own Eng­lish ren­der­ing of stu­diosa vol­un­tas as “ear­nest de­sire” has been cho­sen on two counts. First, it re­flects Wyc­liffe’s con­cern to choose words that de­scribe an ac­tiv­ity of the will with­out re­quir­ing an ex­trin­sic ac­tiv­ity. To the mod­ern Eng­lish reader, “de­lib­er­ate” may ex­clude the first mo­tions of sin­ful de­sires, and “ex­press” may go even fur­ther in al­to­gether ex­clud­ing that which is in­ward (ac­tus in­te­rior). The sin with which we con­cern our­selves is not one that is only com­mit­ted when it has been “ex­pressed” in some out­ward deed. One who ear­nestly de­sires to buy or sell spir­i­tual things is one who truly would pre­fer to make such an ex­change over and against con­sid­er­a­tions to the con­trary. Sec­ond, this ren­der­ing is the one cho­sen by both Bur­ton14 and the Anat­o­mist,15 whose model for re­trieval we have fol­lowed thus far. Apart from any rea­son to the con­trary, it seems right to con­tinue in their pat­tern.
The frame­works in which theo­lo­gians have un­der­stood “ear­nest de­sire” are var­ied. How­ever, as we have seen with Wyc­liffe and Aqui­nas, this di­ver­sity ex­isted pri­mar­ily in ter­mi­nol­ogy rather than sub­stance; there tended to be more align­ment in frame­works over time. As such, while we will at­tempt to pro­vide a mean­ing­ful sur­vey that in­cludes ear­lier sources, we will largely rely on later sources in par­tic­u­lar to de­velop our un­der­stand­ing of the ear­nest de­sire of si­mony in its var­i­ous de­grees of ex­pres­sion and in­volve­ment. We will also con­sider sev­eral jus­ti­fi­ca­tions from mo­tive that have been of­fered in de­fense of si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­changes and the an­swers given by the school­men and canon­ists. Fi­nally, we will con­sider the ear­nest de­sire in hat­ing si­mony that must stand against the ear­nest de­sire of si­mony it­self.
Tax­onomies of Ex­pres­sion
This no­tion of an ear­nest de­sire may be con­sid­ered from var­i­ous van­tage points. Pri­mar­ily, one may view it from the as­pect of its de­gree of ex­pres­sion in sev­eral stages or its char­ac­ter in sev­eral modes.
On this front, two tax­onomies de­vel­oped. These tax­onomies over­lap con­sid­er­ably, but their dis­tinc­tion lies in their em­pha­sis. The first asks how far the de­sire has been car­ried out—from in­ter­nal de­sire through at­tempt to com­pleted deed. The sec­ond asks what form the trans­ac­tion has taken—whether it re­mains hid­den, takes shape in an agree­ment, or ac­tu­ally re­sults in an ex­change.
A Tax­on­omy of Stages
Si­mo­ni­a­cal de­sire is ex­pressed in sev­eral stages. Some­times, these are enu­mer­ated rel­a­tive to the in­di­vid­ual him­self, as he ex­presses his si­mo­ni­a­cal will. While not spe­cific to the topic of si­mony, this fea­ture of hu­man be­hav­ior is of­ten dis­cussed by the pair­ing of “af­fec­tion” (in af­fectu) and “ef­fect” (in ef­fectu). For ex­am­ple, John Ma­jor con­cluded his orig­i­nal treat­ment of si­mony with the ob­ser­va­tion that “si­mony re­sides in the af­fec­tion [in af­fectu] and in the ef­fect [in ef­fectu].”16
One need not be ca­pa­ble of ex­e­cut­ing the deed for his de­sire to be si­mo­ni­a­cal. Ma­jor also spoke of a “con­di­tional si­mony” (si­mo­nia con­di­tion­alis) where one would like to com­mit si­mony upon cer­tain con­di­tions (hav­ing enough money, etc.).17 Fur­ther­more, it need not be a pos­i­tive de­sire to sell, but could be a neg­a­tive de­sire not to give freely. In other words, it may be a mat­ter of no­li­tion (no­li­tio) rather than vo­li­tion (vo­li­tio).18
The Anat­o­mist added a mid­dle stage of en­deavor (in co­natu). While the no­tion of an ef­fect would tech­ni­cally in­clude all such out­ward ac­tions, the three­fold di­vi­sion makes ex­plicit that guilt at­taches not only to de­sire and com­pleted deed but also to the at­tempt it­self, even an un­suc­cess­ful one. Si­mon Ma­gus’s of­fer was re­jected by Pe­ter, yet he was con­demned for it. One may there­fore be guilty of si­mony in af­fectu, in co­natu, or in ef­fectu.19
	Latin	English	Meaning
	in af­fectu	In Af­fec­tion	De­sire
	in co­natu	In En­deavor	At­tempt
	in ef­fectu	In Ef­fect	Ex­e­cu­tion

Af­ter ex­plain­ing each cat­e­gory, the Anat­o­mist went on to de­scribe the var­i­ous mech­a­nisms by which si­mony may come to full fru­ition.20 
A Tax­on­omy of Modes
How­ever, more fre­quently, si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­pres­sion is sub­di­vided ac­cord­ing to the char­ac­ter of the at­tempted or com­pleted ex­change. These modes of si­mony are si­mo­nia men­talis, si­mo­nia con­ven­tion­alis, and si­mo­nia re­alis.
	Latin	English	Meaning
	si­mo­nia men­talis	Men­tal Si­mony	De­sire
	si­mo­nia con­ven­tion­alis	Con­ven­tional Si­mony	Agree­ment
	si­mo­nia re­alis	Real Si­mony	Ex­e­cu­tion

This three­fold tax­on­omy was a rel­a­tively late for­mu­la­tion. Pan­or­mi­tanus, writ­ing in the first half of the fif­teenth cen­tury, was among the ear­li­est to set it out in his com­men­tary on the dec­re­tals. He stated “si­mony is three­fold,” then con­tin­ued to de­fine men­tal and con­ven­tional si­mony, leav­ing the third with­out any ex­plicit men­tion.21 These cat­e­gories were not more fully de­vel­oped un­til later by Counter-Ref­or­ma­tion theo­lo­gians.22 Re­gard­less, later Prot­es­tant au­thors adopted their ter­mi­nol­ogy.23
Ad­di­tion­ally, ear­lier au­thors tended to use these terms as ei­ther mu­tu­ally com­pat­i­ble or even cu­mu­la­tive. When used in the lat­ter sense, they func­tioned sim­i­larly to the afore­men­tioned cat­e­gories of in af­fectu/in ef­fectu. That is, si­mony be­gins as si­mo­nia men­talis and con­tin­ues by pos­si­bly be­ing at­tached to a pact or com­ing to fru­ition in a suc­cess­fully ex­e­cuted ex­change. For ex­am­ple, John Ma­jor af­firmed that “all si­mony is men­tal.”24 In the broad­est, mu­tu­ally com­pat­i­ble sense, some­thing la­beled “si­mony” could be any com­bi­na­tion of these. Men­tal si­mony is any­thing that is not done in ig­no­rance but car­ries a si­mo­ni­a­cal in­tent, con­ven­tional si­mony could be any si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change in­volv­ing a pact,25 and real si­mony is sim­ply any si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change that comes to full fru­ition.
But later us­age of the ter­mi­nol­ogy con­verged on a mu­tu­ally ex­clu­sive sense.26 Men­tal si­mony re­ferred specif­i­cally to those com­pleted ex­changes which were out­wardly licit and could not be cer­tainly dis­cerned as si­mo­ni­a­cal by ex­ter­nal ac­tions.27 Con­ven­tional si­mony re­ferred to si­mo­ni­a­cal pacts that had not been com­pleted. Real si­mony re­ferred to out­wardly si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­changes that had been com­pleted.
Of course, the point of these cat­e­gories was pri­mar­ily to dem­on­strate guilt be­yond out­wardly si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­changes. There­fore, the cat­e­gory of “real” si­mony was em­ployed the least28 and “men­tal” the most. Those ac­tions of men­tal si­mony are si­mo­ni­a­cal only by in­tent (in foro in­te­ri­ori). So it is said, “in­ten­tion makes a man a si­mo­niac.”29 For ex­am­ple, one who pur­chases a prop­erty with an at­tached right of pa­tron­age may or may not do so for the sake of the ad­vow­son, but the one who does is guilty be­fore God.
“Con­ven­tional” si­mony fell be­tween the two in fre­quency of use. Such agree­ments need not be ver­bal; they may be es­tab­lished by mu­tual un­der­stand­ing alone.30 Nor does the at­tempt need to re­sult in an ex­change; Si­mon Ma­gus failed to make any agree­ment with Pe­ter, yet was con­demned for it.31 As the Fourth Coun­cil of To­ledo (633) de­clared, even those who so much as en­deavor (mo­li­un­tur) to se­cure an ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fice with money are un­fit for the priest­hood.32
Be­yond mere in­struc­tion and ex­hor­ta­tion, this tax­on­omy was em­ployed to dis­tin­guish cor­re­spond­ing pen­al­ties. Men­tal si­mony re­quires pen­ance alone since the ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal fo­rum can­not judge hid­den in­ten­tions.33 Con­ven­tional si­mony and real si­mony could re­sult in de­po­si­tion,34 and any com­pleted si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change re­quired res­ti­tu­tion.35  
In­suf­fi­cient Mo­ti­va­tions
Since si­mony re­sides fun­da­men­tally in the will, it would seem to fol­low that one may be able to ex­cuse a si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tion so long as the un­der­ly­ing mo­ti­va­tion is in­no­cent. Me­dieval theo­lo­gians there­fore found it nec­es­sary to counter a num­ber of jus­ti­fi­ca­tions in which one pointed to pure mo­ti­va­tions that con­tained no mal­ice. How­ever, one need not have ma­li­cious in­tent for his de­sire to be si­mo­ni­a­cal. An ear­nest de­sire to buy or sell spir­i­tual things is si­mo­ni­a­cal even if it forms out of ig­no­rance or weak­ness.36 Ob­jec­tions to the con­trary re­duce to a form of prag­ma­tism re­jected by the school­men and canon­ists.
To Raise Suf­fi­cient Re­sources
While many ex­changes of spir­i­tual things were for pri­vate gain, some had the pur­pose of main­tain­ing a spir­i­tual work. In par­tic­u­lar, monas­ter­ies and col­le­giate churches of­ten had lim­ited re­sources, and the ad­mis­sion of new mem­bers placed real fi­nan­cial bur­dens on the com­mu­nity. Many there­fore jus­ti­fied charg­ing for en­trance into the so­ci­ety, claim­ing that if fi­nan­cial im­par­tial­ity in ad­mis­sions were main­tained, “then all re­li­gious houses would per­ish, be­cause so many would be placed there that their goods would not suf­fice; and this seems un­fit­ting.”37 Such prac­tices were com­mon. In part, their ex­tent may be gauged from Thomas of Stras­bourg’s ob­ser­va­tion that “cer­tain nuns of Ger­many” very ex­plic­itly de­manded tem­po­ral goods from those who would en­ter their com­mu­nity.38 Wyc­liffe com­plained of a re­lated prac­tice among the fri­ars, who sold lay­men let­ters of con­fra­ter­nity, os­ten­si­bly grant­ing a share in the mer­its of the or­der’s masses and prayers for an an­nual fee. He ar­gued that it went hand in hand with their preach­ing for money, both be­ing si­mony.39
The canon law­yers and school­men gave the same an­swer at this point: no com­mu­nity may ex­act a fee for en­trance into re­li­gious life, but if funds are truly lack­ing, it may de­cline to re­ceive those it can­not sus­tain.40 How­ever, if non-con­trac­tual, it may re­ceive some gift in or­der to ex­pand its ca­pac­ity and ad­mit a new mem­ber.41
In the lit­er­a­ture, there is some dis­cus­sion around the de­gree to which it is ac­cept­able to present the fi­nan­cial need in a way that would not be ma­nip­u­la­tive or co­er­cive. In gen­eral, it is ac­cept­able to state the re­quire­ment in cases of need, but apart from this it is not con­sid­ered right to ask any­thing.42 John Ma­jor rec­om­mended per­mis­si­ble com­mu­ni­ca­tion with a set form of words: “Brother, we can­not com­fort­ably feed more than we have; if it please you to en­ter this com­mu­nity, bring a por­tion from which you may be sus­tained.”43 In all of these ac­counts, ne­ces­sity (ne­ces­si­tas) may ac­count for re­quir­ing money, but a con­trac­tual ar­range­ment (pac­tum) that charges for ad­mis­sion and gives it in re­turn may not.44
While re­li­gious so­ci­eties pro­vided a com­mon case study, the prin­ci­ple was not con­fined to them. An ac­tual lack of fi­nan­cial ca­pac­ity could jus­tify with­hold­ing some spir­i­tual ben­e­fit un­til the need was met, but a com­mer­cial ex­change was not per­mit­ted, re­gard­less of how much it may seem ad­van­ta­geous to the work be­ing done. Wyc­liffe of­fered the so­lu­tion to any who con­sider some no­ble work fi­nan­cially im­pos­si­ble apart from mak­ing com­merce out of it: “But first, be­fore men com­mit si­mony, they should la­bor with their hands, or go to an­other peo­ple, or sooner starve in the body.”45
To Prac­tice Char­ity
An­other at­tempted jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of mo­tive is to prac­tice char­ity (alms­giv­ing). That is, some have pos­ited that it may be ac­cept­able to sell spir­i­tual things in or­der to give the pro­ceeds to the poor. Gra­tian iden­ti­fied the er­ror with this line of rea­son­ing: it is ob­jected that “sin­is­ter be­gin­nings of­ten reach happy out­comes.”46 Ja­cob reached the bless­ing through sup­plant­ing, a crop that is sown by a lep­rous hand is nev­er­the­less har­vested clean, a beau­ti­ful off­spring is born from an adul­ter­ous union, and so too money that is ac­quired through si­mony has a happy out­come when it is dis­trib­uted to ben­e­fit the poor, “but none of these things de­fends the si­mo­ni­acs.”47 And em­ploy­ing the words of Greg­ory, he sum­ma­rized: “Com­mit­ting the sins of the si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy un­der the pre­text of alms­giv­ing must be strictly avoided. For it is one thing to give alms on ac­count of sins and quite an­other to com­mit sins on ac­count of alms­giv­ing.”48
Pu­ri­tan writ­ers con­curred. Henry Bur­ton re­corded that peo­ple made sim­i­lar ob­jec­tions in his own time, claim­ing to use for a char­i­ta­ble pur­pose money re­ceived for pre­fer­ment.49 To an­swer this ob­jec­tion, he ap­pealed to Gra­tian, as cited above,50 and fur­ther de­scribed such char­ity as no dif­fer­ent from the pur­chase of the field of blood with Ju­das’s blood money.51 John Dow­name was no less se­vere, de­scrib­ing those who give alms out of money got­ten by si­mony as “much more abom­i­na­ble” than those who give out of money got­ten by op­pres­sion.52 As with the wages of a pros­ti­tute (Deut. 23:18), the ill-got­ten gain of si­mony may not be of­fered to the Lord.53 
To En­cour­age Char­ity
A less com­mon but re­lated jus­ti­fi­ca­tion is that of en­cour­ag­ing char­ity. Rather than laun­der­ing si­mo­ni­a­cal pro­ceeds through alms­giv­ing, this ar­gu­ment holds that the sale of spir­i­tual things en­cour­ages good works, since it in­duces the pur­chaser to give.
Al­bert the Great pre­sented this ob­jec­tion for charg­ing for en­try to a re­li­gious so­ci­ety: “Fur­ther, it is not evil to in­duce men to give alms; there­fore if they in­duce [them] to be­stow an alms by re­ceiv­ing a man whom they oth­er­wise would not re­ceive, it is not evil; there­fore it is not si­mony.”54 Al­bert did not an­swer this ob­jec­tion di­rectly, but ef­fec­tively dis­missed it on the ground that the sale of spir­i­tual things is wrong re­gard­less of mo­tive. A house may count the de­vo­tion a man’s gen­eros­ity shows to­ward it among his qual­i­fi­ca­tions for en­try, but his re­cep­tion on ac­count of his gift may never take place by way of agree­ment.55
The ob­jec­tion there­fore fails on its own terms: a pay­ment made in ex­change for some spir­i­tual ben­e­fit is not char­ity but com­merce. True alms­giv­ing should be mo­ti­vated by good will, but an ex­change by agree­ment cor­rupts the na­ture of the good works by at­tach­ing a con­trac­tual re­ward. On this point, one canon rea­soned, “For we have never read that the Lord’s dis­ci­ples, or those con­verted by their min­is­try, en­ticed any­one to the wor­ship of God by the in­ter­ven­tion of any pay­ment.”56 Gen­eros­ity may and should be mo­ti­vated by di­vine re­ward (Prov. 19:17; Heb. 11:6), but this is granted in in­de­ter­mi­nate tim­ing and apart from hu­man con­tract (Matt. 6:3–4).
Si­mony in the sale of in­dul­gences and prayers pro­vides a clear ex­am­ple of how such pur­chases are con­trary to char­ity. The one who pur­chases an in­dul­gence un­der the pre­tense of alms­giv­ing of­fers no real sac­ri­fice since he seeks to se­cure a ben­e­fit from man. While many of the school­men did not see in­con­sis­tency in de­fend­ing these prac­tices,57 Prot­es­tants and proto-Re­form­ers high­lighted the hy­poc­risy. As Pe­ter Mar­tyr Ver­migli re­marked of the re­li­gion of Rome, “With their in­dul­gences they cor­rupt good works: for they take away from alms their proper end, the glory of God. They say they are given so that pun­ish­ments may be taken away.”58 
To Up­hold Cus­tom
An­other at­tempted jus­ti­fi­ca­tion was cus­tom (con­sue­tudo), which in canon law can carry le­gal force. One may rea­son that a long­stand­ing prac­tice can­not be si­mo­ni­a­cal, for if it were, it would have been cor­rected long ago. Fur­ther­more, to up­hold the cus­toms of the church would ap­pear to be a wor­thy ob­jec­tive that war­rants par­tic­i­pa­tion in the trans­ac­tions they re­quire. Liber ex­tra dis­abused its reader of this no­tion in many chap­ters,59 which we will now here con­sider.
The Coun­cil of Tours (1163) ex­plained the ba­sic prin­ci­ple: “The pas­sage of time does not di­min­ish a sin, but ag­gra­vates it.”60 The Third Lat­eran Coun­cil (1179) ad­dressed those who pleaded long cus­tom for charg­ing to en­throne bish­ops and ab­bots, in­stall priests, bury the dead, bless those mar­ry­ing, or con­fer other sac­ra­ments. It called them “blinded by greed” and warned that any­one who per­sisted would “have his por­tion with Ge­hazi.”61
In a let­ter to the Arch­bishop of Can­ter­bury, In­no­cent III ad­dressed a cre­ative eva­sion. Cer­tain suf­fra­gans had been ex­act­ing pay­ment for chrism. Hop­ing to elude the arch­bishop’s cor­rec­tion, they did not cease but merely moved for­ward the tim­ing of the pay­ment and re­named it: first “chris­mals,” then “pas­chals,” and fi­nally “mid-Lenten cus­toms.” In­no­cent re­sponded that re­nam­ing the pay­ment does not ab­solve from guilt. Such de­cep­tion is to “cloak si­mony un­der an hon­est name,” but “God is not mocked.”62
The Fourth Lat­eran Coun­cil (1215) was es­pe­cially di­rect. It iden­ti­fied the prac­tice of de­fend­ing si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­ac­tions by ap­peal to cus­tom and gave the de­fin­i­tive re­join­der: “We ut­terly re­ject this cus­tom, which ought rather to be called a cor­rup­tion.”63 While a cus­tom may have the force of law, cor­rup­tion can­not.64 This same coun­cil or­dered that lay­peo­ple who un­der­mined pi­ous cus­toms of giv­ing out of “the leaven of he­ret­i­cal de­prav­ity” should be re­strained.65 Yet the same canon pro­hib­ited cler­i­cal ex­ac­tions. 
Right­eous In­dig­na­tion
It is not suf­fi­cient merely to ab­stain from the ear­nest de­sire to buy or sell spir­i­tual things; one must ac­tively hate si­mony. As Greg­ory the Great ad­mon­ished, “who­ever does not burn ve­he­mently to amend this crime out of re­gard for his of­fice, let him not doubt that he will have his por­tion with him from whom this de­fil­ing out­rage first arose.”66 In bind­ing the duty to the of­fice one holds, Greg­ory in­di­cated that those in greater po­si­tions must ex­hibit a greater pas­sion against the sin. Yet that is not to sug­gest that those who hold no par­tic­u­lar of­fice have no re­spon­si­bil­ity to burn against si­mony. The duty is mea­sured by ca­pac­ity: inas­much as one has a voice against this sin, he must pro­por­tion­ally have the heart to use it in ear­nest.
While many works on si­mony quote this re­mark from Greg­ory, the Anat­omy of Si­mon Ma­gus stands out as one that not only does so,67 but re­turns to em­pha­size this same point re­peat­edly. For ex­am­ple, the Anat­o­mist wrote, “If the heinous­ness and im­pi­ety of this sin of si­mony were se­ri­ously con­sid­ered, it could not but beget a per­fect de­tes­ta­tion and ab­hor­rency thereof, in the heart of any true Chris­tian.”68 A lack of dis­gust pro­ceeds from too lit­tle med­i­ta­tion on the sin, or from no con­ver­sion at all. Again, he ex­horted the reader, “Where­fore I be­seech you, if ever any man shall hence­forth come to tempt you to such a si­mo­ni­a­cal bar­gain, by the of­fer of money, or any bribe, let your in­dig­na­tion ev­i­dence your ab­hor­rency of such a sin, and your de­tes­ta­tion of such a per­son; and say to him as Si­mon Pe­ter said to Si­mon Ma­gus, ‘Thy money per­ish with thee.’ And I’m sure the re­ward of such hon­est zeal shall meet you in heaven.”69 
Con­clu­sion
Si­mony not only ex­ists in a com­pleted trans­ac­tion, but in var­i­ous stages as it ex­tends from an in­ter­nal ear­nest de­sire to out­ward ex­pres­sion and ex­e­cu­tion, from men­tal to con­ven­tional to real. Canon law may pe­nal­ize only what is out­ward and ad­ju­di­ca­ble, but be­fore God the will alone suf­fices to make a si­mo­niac.
Nor can an in­no­cent mo­tive ex­cuse the ear­nest de­sire to buy or sell spir­i­tual things. The jus­ti­fi­ca­tions ex­am­ined above—sus­tain­ing a re­li­gious com­mu­nity, sup­ply­ing alms, en­cour­ag­ing char­ity, up­hold­ing cus­tom—were each an­swered by the school­men and canon­ists. A pi­ous end does not al­ter the na­ture of a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change. Gen­u­ine ne­ces­sity may limit whether a com­mu­nity can take on the bur­den of more mem­bers, and vol­un­tary giv­ing is per­mit­ted if it is not sug­ges­tive of an ex­change, but no good­ness of in­ten­tion con­verts the sale of spir­i­tual things into some­thing law­ful.
Fi­nally, be­cause the sin con­sists in a de­sire, the rem­edy also lies in the heart. It is not enough to re­fuse si­mo­ni­a­cal bar­gains; one must hate them, each ac­cord­ing to his ca­pac­ity.
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Chapter 7
Gifts
Ex­chang­ing any­thing for a spir­i­tual thing makes one guilty of si­mony, what­ever the thing ex­changed. It might be ob­jected that Si­mon of­fered money (Acts 8:18), not other things. How­ever, many things can be mea­sured in money, so ex­chang­ing spir­i­tual things for these counts as si­mony.1
The mat­ter is plain enough, but this has not kept many from sup­pos­ing that cer­tain things may be of­fered in ex­change for spir­i­tual things re­gard­less. In a rel­a­tively ex­treme ex­am­ple, Blaise Pas­cal con­tended with the Je­suit ca­su­istry that would per­mit sell­ing spir­i­tual things so long as money was of­fered as a “mo­tive” rather than a “price.”2 That is, so long as the amount ex­changed is not truly pro­por­tional to the spir­i­tual thing, it is per­mis­si­ble. Since spir­i­tual things are by def­i­ni­tion price­less, this would mean that any ex­change for a ma­te­rial thing is per­mit­ted. In this frame­work, Si­mon him­self is cleared of si­mony.
How si­mony is com­mit­ted there­fore de­pends on what is ex­changed for the spir­i­tual thing and may be dis­cerned by the qual­ity or cir­cum­stances of the gift.
The Gre­go­rian Triad
Al­most all dis­cus­sions on this mat­ter go back to Greg­ory the Great, who clas­si­fied gifts into three kinds. In com­ment­ing on Mat­thew 10:8, he quoted the Latin text of Isa­iah 33:15 (“He who shakes his hands free from every gift”) to ob­serve that it speaks of “every gift” (omni mu­nere) rather than merely “a gift.” At this point, he ex­horted the hearer to re­ject three classes of gifts in di­vine mat­ters:3
	Latin	English	Description
	mu­nus a manu	a gift of the hand	ma­te­rial things or rights of pe­cu­niary value
	mu­nus a lin­gua	a gift of the tongue	praise or com­men­da­tion
	mu­nus ab ob­se­quio4	a gift of ser­vice	ser­vice or ob­se­quious con­duct

These dis­tinc­tions were em­braced by many who touched on the sub­ject af­ter­ward, in­clud­ing Gra­tian,5 Thomas Aqui­nas,6 Bo­na­ven­ture,7 John Wyc­liffe,8 Pe­ter Mar­tyr Ver­migli,9 and even later di­vines like Wil­liam Ames10 and James Dur­ham.11 These cat­e­gories ap­pear not only in works on si­mony but also in writ­ings on re­lated eth­i­cal top­ics like brib­ery and usury. Many of the works that fea­ture the triad di­rectly at­trib­ute it to Greg­ory’s hom­ily, re­mark­ing on the rel­e­vance of both Isa­iah 33:15 and Mat­thew 10:8.
Writ­ing in 1909, Nich­o­las We­ber re­ported, “Sub­se­quent ages have brought no ad­di­tion to this in­ter­pre­ta­tion of the ma­te­rial price.”12 More than a cen­tury on, his ver­dict needs no re­vi­sion. 
Speech and Ser­vice
Gifts of the hand, be­ing ma­te­rial things or rights of pe­cu­niary value, need lit­tle def­i­ni­tion, but the other two mem­bers of the triad are not as eas­ily rec­og­nized. We will here ex­am­ine sev­eral ex­am­ples that re­cur through­out the lit­er­a­ture.
For­mal Com­men­da­tions
There are var­i­ous gifts of the tongue. Some of these are more ob­vi­ously of fi­nan­cial value, such as com­men­da­tions to high po­si­tions. For ex­am­ple, one who com­mends an­other to an ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal po­si­tion gives the gift of the tongue in ex­change for a spir­i­tual honor, even though the honor is be­stowed on an­other.13 If such an en­treaty is made on be­half of one who is un­wor­thy, it con­sti­tutes si­mony.14
How­ever, a com­men­da­tion made on be­half of a wor­thy per­son is not thereby si­mo­ni­a­cal. If words tend to­ward al­leg­ing a man’s fit­ness rather than to­ward se­cur­ing the of­fice for him, then such words are only a sec­ondary cause of the ap­point­ment.15 A truth­ful com­men­da­tion is right to give and right to be de­sired.16
The same is true in the op­po­site di­rec­tion, where spir­i­tual things are given in or­der to se­cure a com­men­da­tion. For ex­am­ple, Henry Bur­ton spoke of “ser­mon si­mony,” in which a man about to pur­chase a ben­e­fice preaches a show­piece ser­mon to win the pa­tron’s com­men­da­tion, which then sat­is­fies his own con­science that he has pre­ferred a wor­thy man.17 But if he preaches with the de­sire to sin­cerely dem­on­strate his ca­pac­i­ties and so re­ceive a truth­ful com­men­da­tion, and that de­sire is only a sec­ondary cause of his preach­ing, he is in­no­cent.
Praise and Flat­tery
Some gifts of the tongue are less ob­vi­ously of fi­nan­cial value. For ex­am­ple, can mere praise con­sti­tute a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change even though it does not re­sult in any fi­nan­cial ad­van­tage? John Chrys­os­tom asked and an­swered, “For what, though you give no money, but in­stead of money em­ploy flat­tery, and con­trive many things, and use much schem­ing? May your sil­ver per­ish with you!”18 Au­gus­tine sim­i­larly con­cluded that ex­chang­ing spir­i­tual things for praise was its own sort of com­merce: “those who seek such things are sell­ing.”19
Not only is it wrong to flat­ter one’s way to some spir­i­tual thing or into some ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fice, but it is also wrong to give any spir­i­tual thing in or­der to be flat­tered. This oc­curs when one rightly gives a de­served church po­si­tion, but does so for the sake of praise,20 or when a min­is­ter preaches for the sake of ap­proval.21 In ei­ther case, he ex­changes a spir­i­tual thing for a tem­po­ral thing. Fur­ther­more, those who do such a thing call at­ten­tion to them­selves rather than Christ. In do­ing so, they do not preach Christ, but them­selves (cf. 2 Cor. 4:5).22
Though one ought not per­form spir­i­tual la­bor for tem­po­ral hon­ors, he may do so for a good name in the king­dom of heaven. As Al­bert the Great re­marked, “the fame of the saints rests in spir­i­tual things.”23 The un­der­ly­ing con­cern is not that spir­i­tual la­bor should lack all mo­ti­va­tion but that its mo­ti­va­tion must ex­clude what may be re­ceived from man rather than God.
Per­sonal Fa­vor
Per­sonal fa­vor, a gift of ser­vice, is not to be given for the sake of any spir­i­tual thing. This may sound dif­fi­cult to dis­cern or en­force, but in a num­ber of sit­u­a­tions, per­sonal fa­vor shows it­self plainly. In more ex­treme cases, ex­plicit oaths of fealty might be given in ex­change for spir­i­tual things.24
Harder to dis­cern is the case where some­one might or­dain or give spir­i­tual things out of a pre-ex­ist­ing par­tial­ity. One might ar­gue that noth­ing is ex­changed in this case, but what is “given” by the re­cip­i­ent of the spir­i­tual thing is a con­tin­ued re­spect in the con­text of that re­la­tion­ship. The mo­ti­va­tion for the min­is­ter here is some un­spo­ken oblig­a­tion that dis­counts the de­mands of jus­tice, es­pe­cially in an or­di­na­tion or ben­e­fice. Al­bert the Great ex­plained that “‘Sell­ing’ and ‘buy­ing’ are not taken so strictly in the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony; rather, it is called a sale when­ever any price what­ever causes spir­i­tual things to be given—‘price’ be­ing taken in a broad sense for every tem­po­ral thing that is the whole and sole cause of the giv­ing.”25
The most com­mon con­cern on this front is par­tial­ity that would be shown to­ward fam­ily. The Liber ex­tra counted it si­mo­ni­a­cal for a priest to act “out of re­spect for any per­son, or of con­san­guin­ity, or of fa­mil­iar­ity.”26 Oc­ca­sion­ally this lan­guage was grounded in James 2:1 (“Do not hold the faith of our Lord Je­sus Christ with re­spect of per­sons”),27 es­pe­cially on ac­count of Au­gus­tine’s ap­pli­ca­tion of the pas­sage to ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal hon­ors.28 John Cal­vin re­marked that within the pa­pacy, not even one in twenty at­tains the priest­hood apart from a si­mony evoked by kin­dred, af­fin­ity, pa­ren­tal in­flu­ence, or ob­se­quious­ness.29 Of­ten, ben­e­fices func­tioned as dow­ries,30 and Eng­lish sources re­ferred to such pre­sen­ta­tions as “smock si­mony.”31
Some school­men qual­i­fied their con­cerns on this point. While the canons speak with rigor on kin­ship in con­fer­ral, Aqui­nas dis­tin­guished be­tween the one who gives a spir­i­tual thing seek­ing to ob­lig­ate the re­ceiver and the one who hopes for some vol­un­tary ben­e­fit from the re­ceiver. The for­mer he re­garded as si­mo­ni­a­cal, the lat­ter car­nal but not si­mo­ni­a­cal.32 Al­bert the Great spoke sim­i­larly, even per­mit­ting kin­ship as a fac­tor, so long as it was not the pri­mary cause of the giv­ing of any spir­i­tual thing.33 For ap­point­ment to an of­fice, kin­ship may only be a sec­ondary con­sid­er­a­tion, con­cur­rent along­side gen­u­ine merit.
Qual­i­ties and Cir­cum­stances
One might sup­pose a gift may be ex­cused on ac­count of its qual­ity or cir­cum­stances. Once again, we will ex­am­ine sev­eral ex­am­ples of these con­sid­er­a­tions that fre­quently ap­pear in the writ­ings of me­dieval theo­lo­gians and canon­ists.
Spir­i­tual Things
Does si­mony only oc­cur when tem­po­ral things are ex­changed for spir­i­tual things, or is it si­mony when spir­i­tual things are ex­changed for spir­i­tual things? While the lan­guage of theo­lo­gians tends to cen­ter on tem­po­ral things, gifts of ser­vice may in­deed be spir­i­tual ser­vices.
One might ob­ject that si­mony re­quires an un­equal ex­change—a tem­po­ral thing given for a spir­i­tual one—and that ex­chang­ing like for like should be per­mis­si­ble. Oc­ca­sion­ally, this was af­firmed in some mea­sure, such as the case of ex­chang­ing posts with the ap­proval of a su­pe­rior,34 or agree­ing to pray for one an­other.35
How­ever, there is rea­son to re­ject as si­mo­ni­a­cal even the ex­change of spir­i­tual things for spir­i­tual things.36 Com­ment­ing on the ex­change of ben­e­fices, Pe­ter Pa­lu­danus re­marked “it is a won­der how an ex­change should be less si­mo­ni­a­cal of it­self than a sale.”37 Pel­bar­tus of Te­mes­vár, writ­ing in Hun­gary a gen­er­a­tion be­fore the Ref­or­ma­tion, ex­plained it with the sce­nario of two agree­ing to bap­tize each other. The prices of these bap­tisms could be com­pared, if they were sal­able things, but they are not, and in the mat­ter of spir­i­tual things they can­not be ex­changed by con­tract.38 It is un­law­ful “both be­cause a thing is bought from one who is not its owner, and be­cause it is con­trary to the na­ture of grace that it be sold for any price what­so­ever.”39
The pri­mary con­cern be­hind si­mony is the un­der­min­ing of the na­ture of grace as a gift of God, not the de­sire for ma­te­rial things. Even ex­chang­ing spir­i­tual things has that po­ten­tial. 
De­layed Things
Si­mony may be com­mit­ted whether a tem­po­ral thing is given be­fore, dur­ing, or af­ter the con­fer­ral of the spir­i­tual thing. One might sup­pose that of­fer­ing money af­ter an or­di­na­tion is a mere gra­tu­ity rather than a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change, but this rea­son­ing does not hold.
Basil of Cae­sa­rea wrote to bish­ops un­der his au­thor­ity: “They think that they com­mit no sin, be­cause they re­ceive the money af­ter and not be­fore the or­di­na­tion. But to take is to take, when­ever it hap­pens.”40 Gra­tian, quot­ing Ta­ra­sius of Con­stan­ti­no­ple, af­firmed that scrip­ture and canon alike con­demn the ex­change re­gard­less of its tim­ing: “For to re­ceive is to re­ceive at what­ever time.”41 This maxim is the Latin equiv­a­lent of Basil’s Greek.42 
In­di­rectly Given Things
In­di­rect ex­changes of tem­po­ral things for spir­i­tual things are like­wise for­bid­den. This is man­i­fest in the ex­am­ple of com­men­da­tions. As John Ma­jor put it, “it is the same thing to give money to the bishop and to give it to some­one else so that he may pe­ti­tion the bishop on one’s be­half.”43
Some re­li­gious so­ci­eties (e.g., monas­ter­ies and col­le­giate churches) would ad­mit new broth­ers only if they brought suf­fi­cient wealth. They struck no bar­gain, but would stall the de­ci­sion in or­der to weigh the cir­cum­stances to see if they might bring much. Al­bert the Great de­scribed this as hap­pen­ing every day.44 Against the scheme of leav­ing the in­quiry to some­one else, he ar­gued that “it makes no dif­fer­ence whether one does it him­self or through an­other where the whole cause of the con­fer­ral of the prebend is the ex­pec­ta­tion of tem­po­ral gain.”45
If the ul­ti­mate cause of the ex­change of a spir­i­tual thing is the ex­pec­ta­tion of some re­cip­ro­cal ac­tion, si­mony is com­mit­ted re­gard­less of how many hands the pay­ment passes through and how many par­ties stand be­tween. Each par­tic­i­pant is re­spon­si­ble for his own in­volve­ment, though an ig­no­rant ben­e­fi­ciary would be per­son­ally in­no­cent.46 
Small Things
One might as­sume that the sin of si­mony re­quires a sub­stan­tial or prof­it­able ex­change, but even the small­est gift suf­fices. A penny spent to pur­chase a spir­i­tual thing is no less si­mo­ni­a­cal than a for­tune, and the one who ex­changes spir­i­tual things for tem­po­ral is guilty even if he does so at a loss.
While canon law was will­ing to dis­tin­guish be­tween mag­ni­tudes of gifts for the sake of ad­ju­di­ca­tion, no such dis­tinc­tion ex­ists in the fo­rum of con­science.47 Wyc­liffe re­sponded to this jus­ti­fi­ca­tion by ob­serv­ing that God does not “weigh what or how much of his goods his ser­vant has con­sumed, but in what man­ner and by what means he has sought them.”48 Jan Hus de­scribed it as anal­o­gous to the widow’s mites: “Nor is the si­mony ex­cused by the fact that some­times only a lit­tle is taken; for since the poor widow, as the Sav­ior tes­ti­fies, gave more than all the oth­ers, hav­ing given two cop­per coins, be­cause she gave out of such great de­vo­tion: like­wise a priest or scribe who takes a penny or two out of great de­sire will be struck down by great si­mony.”49
Si­mony is mea­sured by the av­a­rice in the trans­ac­tion, not by the wealth that changes hands. This is not to say that the one who judges him­self free of greed is in­no­cent, be­cause such greed is made man­i­fest through an ex­change, and one who is free of it “shakes his hands free from every gift” (Isa. 33:15).50 For ex­am­ple, ad­dress­ing whether hos­pi­tal­ity to­ward clergy is nec­es­sar­ily si­mony, John of Frei­burg ex­plained that small mea­sures are ac­cept­able, but any agree­ment or cor­rupt in­ten­tion un­does this.51
While many were will­ing to ac­knowl­edge the harm caused by large amounts chang­ing hands, the oc­ca­sional judg­ment was that small gifts en­tail a greater di­vine of­fense. Writ­ing of or­di­na­tion, Bur­ton ob­served, “Of all other kinds of si­mony, this is the most per­ni­cious and dam­na­ble: yea, the less a man giv­eth or re­ceiv­eth in this re­spect, it is an ar­gu­ment of the less es­teem he makes of so holy and ex­cel­lent a call­ing.”52 
Vol­un­tary Things
Theo­lo­gians and canon­ists who ad­dressed the topic of si­mony in de­tail gen­er­ally con­cluded that things of­fered vol­un­tar­ily (vol­un­tarie) or spon­ta­neously (spon­ta­nee) do not count as si­mony.53 Be­cause the gift is not the cause of the giv­ing of the spir­i­tual thing, no si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change takes place. The one who gives the spir­i­tual thing does so for self­less rea­sons, and the one who gives some­thing in re­turn like­wise has some hon­est mo­ti­va­tion.54 The ex­change is non-con­trac­tual; noth­ing is given out of oblig­a­tion or de­signed to es­tab­lish any oblig­a­tion.
Many dis­cus­sions on this point go back to two texts of canon law. The first text is the fifth canon of the Coun­cil of Rome (595). Var­i­ous things such as no­tary fees had been an­nexed to or­di­na­tions in or­der to es­cape the ap­pear­ance of si­mony. This led Greg­ory to for­bid all money ex­chang­ing hands in the con­text of an or­di­na­tion, ex­cept if given out of un­prompted grat­i­tude. Re­gard­ing this ex­cep­tion, he wrote, “But if the one who has been or­dained, not by agree­ment, nor un­der com­pul­sion, nor upon re­quest, af­ter re­ceiv­ing his doc­u­ments and pal­lium, wishes to of­fer some­thing to any­one of the clergy solely for the sake of grat­i­tude, we by no means for­bid this to be ac­cepted, be­cause his of­fer­ing brings no stain of guilt, since it did not pro­ceed from the self-seek­ing of the re­cip­i­ent.”55
The sec­ond is the eighth canon of the Elev­enth Coun­cil of To­ledo (675). It ap­plies the same prin­ci­ple be­yond or­di­na­tion—to bap­tiz­ing, con­firm­ing, and chrism—and re­stricts what may be re­ceived ac­cord­ing to the re­ceiver’s mo­tive, so the giver’s will­ing­ness does not set­tle the mat­ter on its own.56
While these are ar­ti­facts of canon law, de­scrib­ing what may or may not be for­mally pe­nal­ized, they ap­pear af­fir­ma­tively as ex­am­ples in writ­ings of theo­lo­gians whose aim was to de­scribe moral be­hav­ior.57 From Greg­ory the Great to the Eng­lish ca­su­ists, those writ­ers al­lowed for some cat­e­gory of grat­i­tude by which one might give to a min­is­ter, even in the con­text of hav­ing re­ceived some spir­i­tual thing. In this light, vol­un­tary gifts are wel­come be­cause they are not con­trac­tual, es­tab­lish­ing no oblig­a­tion be­tween giver and re­ceiver, and so they do not re­duce the spir­i­tual thing to an ar­ti­cle of com­merce.
How­ever, cau­tions are fre­quently given about this be­ing of­fered in any way that would be de­ceit­ful or arouse sus­pi­cion of si­mo­ni­a­cal in­ten­tions. For ex­am­ple, the Glossa or­di­na­ria on the De­cre­tum calls a gift “fraud­u­lent” when the giver says he would have given it any­way.58 Aqui­nas, hav­ing af­firmed vol­un­tary gifts, im­me­di­ately added this ca­veat: “In all these things, how­ever, one must care­fully guard against what­ever has the ap­pear­ance of si­mony or cu­pid­ity, ac­cord­ing to that word of the Apos­tle, 1 Thes­sa­lo­ni­ans [5:22]: ‘Ab­stain from every ap­pear­ance of evil.’”59
Eng­lish au­thors echoed the same con­cern. Ames wrote, “Nei­ther is it prop­erly si­mony, when some­what is given out of mere grat­i­tude, not by any agree­ment tacit, or ex­pressed, di­rect, or in­di­rect. […] How­so­ever in these we must be­ware of de­ceit, and the very ap­pear­ance of evil is to be avoided.”60 Sim­i­larly, Rich­ard Bax­ter warned, “Nor may you show grat­i­tude by any scan­dalous way, which seem­eth si­mony.”61
Even in the early church, some re­fused gifts of grat­i­tude en­tirely. On this count, Pat­rick re­fused small or­na­ments.62 Like­wise, Je­rome re­corded that Hi­lar­ion re­fused any gift af­ter heal­ing a pos­sessed man, as­sert­ing, “If I take these things, I too shall of­fend God, and the le­gion will re­turn to you.”63 
Con­clu­sion
The scope of gifts that may con­sti­tute a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change is broader than one might first sup­pose. Greg­ory’s triad—gifts of the hand, gifts of the tongue, and gifts of ser­vice—cap­tures that full range. Not only money, but even praise and fa­vors count as the tem­po­ral price of a spir­i­tual thing. The tim­ing and di­rect­ness of the ex­change are im­ma­te­rial; si­mony is com­mit­ted whether the gift pre­cedes or fol­lows the spir­i­tual thing and whether it passes through one hand or many. The amount mat­ters as lit­tle: a penny is no less si­mo­ni­a­cal than a for­tune. A spir­i­tual thing may it­self stand as the price of an­other. Though canon law and theo­lo­gians alike spoke per­mis­sively of vol­un­tary gifts, they drew that ex­cep­tion nar­rowly, since even vol­un­tary things may have the ap­pear­ance, po­ten­tial, or set­tled in­ten­tion of si­mony.
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Chapter 8
Giving
The fore­go­ing chap­ters have es­tab­lished that si­mony con­sists in buy­ing or sell­ing spir­i­tual things—or things an­nexed to them—for any kind of tem­po­ral gift. This def­i­ni­tion is com­pre­hen­sive, yet Scrip­ture is equally clear that God’s min­is­ters are to be ma­te­ri­ally sup­ported. Christ him­self de­clared that “the la­borer is wor­thy of his wages” (Luke 10:7), a prin­ci­ple which Paul re­peated in 1 Tim­o­thy 5:18. The fund­ing of min­is­try is not merely per­mit­ted—it is com­manded.
A ten­sion there­fore pre­sents it­self. If every ex­change of tem­po­ral things for spir­i­tual things is si­mo­ni­a­cal, how can the church fund its min­is­ters with­out fall­ing un­der that con­dem­na­tion? When a con­gre­ga­tion pays its min­is­ter’s sti­pend, it gives tem­po­ral things to one who ad­min­is­ters spir­i­tual things and on ac­count of such spir­i­tual la­bor. The ex­change would ap­pear, on its face, to have the struc­ture of si­mony.
The res­o­lu­tion of this ap­par­ent dif­fi­culty oc­cu­pied a sub­stan­tial por­tion of the theo­log­i­cal lit­er­a­ture on the topic from the pa­tris­tic pe­riod on­ward. Part of the an­swer lies in dis­tin­guish­ing the mode of pro­vi­sion—the re­la­tion­ship be­tween the tem­po­ral thing given and the spir­i­tual thing re­ceived. Not every flow of money from la­ity to clergy con­sti­tutes a pur­chase, and the theo­lo­gians la­bored to ar­tic­u­late ex­actly why.
What is given to a min­is­ter may be re­garded in four ways: as char­ity (elee­mo­syna), as the price of the prod­uct (pre­tium ope­ris), as the price of the la­bor (pre­tium la­boris), or as the sus­te­nance of the la­borer (sus­ten­ta­tio lab­o­ran­tis).1 The pri­mary con­sid­er­a­tion dis­tin­guish­ing licit gifts from il­licit pay­ments is whether they are given in ex­change for spir­i­tual things or in sup­port of the one who pro­vides them. We will con­sider each in turn.
As Char­ity
First, one might give to a min­is­ter of God as an act of alms­giv­ing. This no­tion has been re­jected since the early days of the church. For ex­am­ple, John Chrys­os­tom con­cluded from Mat­thew 10 that Christ for­bade his dis­ci­ples to go about as “beg­gars”2 and re­garded oth­ers as their “debt­ors.”3 Au­gus­tine re­marked that a min­is­ter’s pro­vi­sions are “not a mat­ter of men­dic­ity, but of au­thor­ity.”4
Me­dieval theo­lo­gians for­mal­ized this dis­tinc­tion. The min­is­ter’s sti­pend flows from due jus­tice rather than char­ity, though he re­ceives of alms given to the church.5 Ga­briel Biel of­fered a re­duc­tio: A gift given not in view of a per­son’s need but on ac­count of an oblig­a­tion to some of­fice or la­bor is not alms, but a sti­pend or a wage. Oth­er­wise every trib­ute given to kings and princes would be alms, and so would every wage a man earns for the sup­port of his own life and sta­tion—and con­se­quently all such la­bor­ers would be beg­gars.6
Later au­thors con­curred.7 Thomas Hall, who ad­dressed the mat­ter at length, spoke starkly: “Our sti­pends, there­fore, are wages, not alms. Woe to those min­is­ters who ex­pect their sup­port from the peo­ple’s good­will alone! Such good­will will be­come ill-will; such nour­ish­ment will be­come stin­gi­ness; this some­thing will soon be­come noth­ing.”8
This con­vic­tion ex­tended even to those who could com­fort­ably sup­port them­selves and their fam­i­lies from their own pat­ri­mony. They should not be de­nied their sti­pends.9 Though they may choose to char­i­ta­bly give them away in their own ca­pac­ity, they ought not re­fuse them ei­ther, “lest they ap­pear to seek the glory of some ex­cep­tional sanc­tity or bur­den their poorer col­leagues with re­sent­ment, and lest the peo­ple, en­ticed by this ex­emp­tion, nour­ish their av­a­rice to the great dis­ad­van­tage of suc­ces­sors and the peril of the whole church.”10 
As the Price of the Prod­uct
Sec­ond, things might be given as the price of the prod­uct (ut pre­tium ope­ris), the prod­uct be­ing the spir­i­tual thing it­self.11 Of course, we have al­ready seen this ar­gued ex­ten­sively, but the le­git­i­macy of such pay­ments is fre­quently in­ferred from cer­tain scrip­tural pas­sages that would ap­pear to sug­gest them.
For ex­am­ple, the ar­gu­ment reg­u­larly turns on the apos­tle Paul’s state­ments in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 9:14 (“those who pro­claim the gospel should get their liv­ing by the gospel”). Thomas Aqui­nas han­dled the ob­jec­tion that this pas­sage jus­ti­fies ac­cept­ing tem­po­ral things in ex­change for spir­i­tual things: “It must be said that sti­pends are due to preach­ers for the sus­te­nance of their live­li­hood, lest they be forced to aban­don the word of God and be­come oc­cu­pied with pro­cur­ing ne­ces­si­ties for them­selves; how­ever, they are not due to them as if they were a price for the preach­ing.”12 In his Summa theo­lo­giae, he of­fered both at greater length, and there added this suc­cinct state­ment: “To preach­ers, tem­po­ral things are due for the sup­port of those who preach, not for pur­chas­ing the preached word.”13
The com­mand to freely give is not ab­ro­gated by the la­borer be­ing wor­thy of his food (Matt. 10:8–10); the two are rec­on­ciled by this very dis­tinc­tion. The wages of the worker are not the price of the prod­uct. 
As the Price of the La­bor
Third, things might be given as the price of the la­bor (ut pre­tium la­boris), to pay the la­borer in ex­change for his work. At least at first glance, this ap­pears to be what is re­quired by phrases like “the la­borer is wor­thy of his wages” (Luke 10:7; 1 Tim. 5:18), and in­deed, some spoke of the sell­ing of la­bor as be­ing the proper mode of ex­change.14 But rarely did any of these weigh an­other mode against it, and the few who did raised dif­fi­cul­ties with the sale of la­bor.
La­bor as a Spir­i­tual Thing
These theo­lo­gians pointed out that the mat­ter at is­sue in Acts 8 and else­where is not one of mod­er­a­tion. Nor is it one that per­mits a mean­ing­ful dis­tinc­tion be­tween the la­bor and the prod­uct. Si­mon Ma­gus could not ab­solve him­self of charges of the sin which bears his own name by claim­ing he was not look­ing to pur­chase the Spirit, but only Pe­ter’s la­bor of lay­ing on hands. The causes of spir­i­tual things are pre­cisely what a si­mo­niac sets out to buy.15 Wil­liam Swin­derby for­bade priests to “sell by bar­gain­ing and cov­e­nant his ghostly tra­vail” (spir­i­tual la­bor), claim­ing that any who does “errs and doth si­mony.”16
Spir­i­tual la­bor is it­self a spir­i­tual thing, and there­fore can­not be sold.17 As Aqui­nas wrote of acts that are spir­i­tual in their prin­ci­ple, “no one can in any way hire out his acts with­out si­mony.”18
The Ex­cuse of Sell­ing La­bor
John Wyc­liffe’s lan­guage on the point ad­mits of more than one read­ing,19 but Jan Hus, work­ing from Wyc­liffe’s trea­tise, gave what is pos­si­bly the most com­plete treat­ment. Against those who would make such a jus­ti­fi­ca­tion for charg­ing for their ser­vices, he wrote,
But here they have Si­mon’s lit­tle cap with which they cover them­selves, say­ing com­monly that they sell the bod­ily la­bor, but not the bless­ing or the con­se­cra­tion; and also that they take money for food, but not for con­se­cra­tion. But that ex­cuse is like the greedy ale­wife who serves the food and then charges only for the beer, in that one pay­ment more than cov­er­ing both the meal and the drink. That ex­cuse is also like the tale one writer tells, of a greedy lord who came to the an­nual fair. Then a ser­vant told him that in that town the inn­keep­ers at ta­ble give very fat geese for free, but beef and veal and other dishes they charge more dearly. So the lord com­manded his ser­vants to eat the freely given food, and he him­self would eat the coarser fare to which he was ac­cus­tomed. And when din­ner was over and the ac­count was made, the veal was reck­oned so dear that the free geese proved costly af­ter all! Like­wise the si­mo­ni­acs wish to de­ceive the peo­ple of God with this an­swer, say­ing that they sell the la­bor, but give the bless­ing, con­se­cra­tion, or con­fir­ma­tion for free! There­fore against this cun­ning the holy or­di­nance says: “Those who buy bod­ily things and do not buy spir­i­tual things should by no means be called si­mo­ni­acs.” And im­me­di­ately it con­tin­ues: “But the an­swer is that not only those who take spir­i­tual things for money, but also those who take for money bod­ily things that are an­nexed to spir­i­tual things, are called si­mo­ni­acs.”
So says the or­di­nance, so that you may un­der­stand that the la­bor of preach­ing, cel­e­brat­ing Mass, con­se­crat­ing, anoint­ing, bap­tiz­ing, hear­ing con­fes­sion, and dis­trib­ut­ing the body of the Lord—that la­bor is so joined with the spir­i­tual, that is, with God’s power and of­fice, that it may not, and can­not rightly, be sold for money. Al­though peo­ple ought to sus­tain the priests in that la­bor, the priests ought not to sell that la­bor or set a price on it; for oth­er­wise every case of si­mony could be ex­cused by say­ing: “I am sell­ing the la­bor!” There­fore the Lord God says through the prophet Mal­a­chi: “Who is there among you who would shut the doors and kin­dle my al­tar for noth­ing? I have no plea­sure in you, says the Lord of hosts, and I will not ac­cept an of­fer­ing from your hand.” Here Gra­tian, who com­piled the de­cree [i.e., the De­cre­tum], says that to shut the doors is not the of­fice of the holy sac­ri­fice, but it per­tains to the spir­i­tual of­fice.20 There­fore the ex­cuse by which they de­fend them­selves, say­ing that they sell the la­bor, is not valid.21

Giv­ing four ex­am­ples, Hus con­tin­ued to dem­on­strate that those who claim to sell la­bor in spir­i­tual things are sell­ing some­thing more. First, the bishop charges more for the same la­bor than one who does the same work. Sec­ond, the crafts­man who makes the al­tar does greater la­bor than the one who blesses it, but the bishop who blesses it re­quires more than the car­pen­ter or ma­son. Third, the bishop’s en­dow­ment al­ready pro­vides for his la­bor, yet he re­quires a sec­ond pay upon ser­vice. Fourth, the same con­se­cra­tion costs less from a poor bishop than from a rich one.22
Al­most all of this dis­course—from the ex­cuse it­self, to the par­a­ble of the geese, to the ci­ta­tion of Gra­tian, to the four ad­di­tional ar­gu­ments—is trans­lated di­rectly from Wyc­liffe,23 with three no­table al­ter­ations. First, Hus did not in­clude Wyc­liffe’s pref­ace to the par­a­ble, which frames the abuse as a mat­ter of de­gree: money “in­or­di­nately” col­lected, “ex­ces­sive” fees, sac­ra­men­tals sold “so dearly.”24 Sec­ond, Hus did not trans­late Wyc­liffe’s sar­cas­tic com­pro­mise on the bishop’s bless­ing: “Ei­ther, then, let him give it for noth­ing, or let him sell it justly for a fair price […] a half­penny.”25 Third, Hus pulled for­ward Wyc­liffe’s clos­ing clause—that oth­er­wise any si­mony what­ever could be ex­cused—be­tween the par­a­ble of the geese and the Mal­a­chi pas­sage, mak­ing it the ground of a di­rect pro­hi­bi­tion of sell­ing spir­i­tual la­bor for any price.26 In other words, Wyc­liffe’s ar­gu­ments showed that con­tem­po­rary bish­ops sold spir­i­tual things and not, as they claimed, mere la­bor, but stopped short of say­ing that the la­bor it­self may not be sold. Hus took the line of rea­son­ing and set down as a rule what Wyc­liffe had left stand­ing as an in­fer­ence: charg­ing any­thing for spir­i­tual la­bor nec­es­sar­ily sells spir­i­tual things.
La­bor In­sep­a­ra­ble from Its Prod­uct
Some school­men also ob­served that ec­o­nomic re­al­ity does not per­mit us to di­vorce prod­uct and la­bor so cleanly in trans­ac­tions. Pe­ter Pa­lu­danus ex­plained the is­sue:
For who would ever buy the la­bor of a worker, ex­cept for the fruit of the work? No one. And there­fore it is ri­dic­u­lous to say that min­is­ters can sell their la­bor [la­bor], where they can­not law­fully sell their work [opus]: if there­fore an ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal min­is­ter dis­pens­ing sa­cred things re­ceives any­thing, he does not re­ceive it as the price of the work or of the la­bor, but as the sus­te­nance of the min­is­ter.27

The prob­lem with a model of giv­ing that pos­its a pur­chase of la­bor is that it ne­ces­si­tates an oblig­a­tion be­tween the giver and the re­ceiver. The re­ceiver be­comes ser­vant to the giver, un­der­min­ing the spir­i­tual worker’s duty to the Lord with a con­flict of in­ter­est (Gal. 1:10). Thus, noth­ing should be given to any min­is­ter “by way of oblig­a­tion and con­tract, but only by way of nec­es­sary as­sis­tance.”28 The one who re­ceives is not bound to the giver as though his la­bor had been bought, and the one who gives does not owe the min­is­ter as a pay­ment for what he has re­ceived. Ei­ther would bear the mark of a “con­tract.” In­stead, the giver is bound to ren­der tem­po­ral things by a nat­ural oblig­a­tion of jus­tice to sup­port the min­is­ter in his work.29
Re­gard­ing the no­tion of wages in Luke 10:7 and 1 Tim­o­thy 5:18, the West­min­ster di­vine An­thony Tuck­ney30 re­marked on the dan­ger of in­ter­pret­ing the term to en­tail a si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change of money for la­bor and pointed to the cor­rec­tive of­fered in the pre­vi­ous verse of Paul’s epis­tle. Ad­dress­ing min­is­ters, he ac­knowl­edged the scrip­tural lan­guage of “hire” or “wages,” but re­jected the idea that this fund­ing func­tions as wages be­tween the peo­ple and the min­is­ter, bind­ing the lat­ter to the will of the for­mer who makes the pay­ment. All such sen­ti­ments are “base si­mo­ni­a­cal chaf­fer­ings.”31  
As the Sus­te­nance of the La­borer
Fourth,  things might be given for the sus­te­nance of the la­borer (ut sus­ten­ta­tionem lab­o­ran­tis).32 What is given to the spir­i­tual worker, fi­nan­cial or oth­er­wise, should be given in or­der to sus­tain him.33 The peo­ple do not give as clients or em­ploy­ers pur­chas­ing la­bor.
Au­gus­tine ex­plained this dy­namic in a ser­mon on Eze­kiel 34, first spec­u­lat­ing that Paul may be in­di­cated by the inn­keeper of Luke 10:35, who is re­paid at the Lord’s re­turn for what­ever he spends be­yond what he was given.34 He con­tin­ued to ex­plain that what a min­is­ter re­ceives is not a price “as though the gospel were for sale,” be­cause then they would “sell a great thing for a tri­fle.”35 In­stead of min­is­ters sell­ing, “let them re­ceive from the peo­ple the sus­te­nance [sus­ten­ta­tionem] their need re­quires, and from the Lord the re­ward of their stew­ard­ship.”36 The re­ward for their la­bor does not come from the peo­ple; they must “look for their re­ward no­where but where the peo­ple look for their sal­va­tion.”37
Sus­te­nance was not un­der­stood as bare sub­sis­tence. Proper main­te­nance in­cluded a sig­nif­i­cant mea­sure of honor per­tain­ing to the dig­nity of the per­son in his of­fice.38 The word “hon­o­rar­ium” has come down to us from the Latin do­num hon­o­rar­ium, des­ig­nat­ing a gift de­signed to honor rather than to func­tion as a wage.
Es­pe­cially in the sev­en­teenth cen­tury, a num­ber of works made this dis­tinc­tion be­tween “wages” (mer­ces) and “honor” (hon­o­rar­ium), as­sert­ing that, prop­erly speak­ing, min­is­ters do not re­ceive the for­mer but the lat­ter.39 We have al­ready ob­served that An­thony Tuck­ney re­quired qual­i­fi­ca­tion for the term “wages” in 1 Tim­o­thy 5:18 in or­der to avoid si­mo­ni­a­cal im­pli­ca­tions. He con­tin­ued by ob­serv­ing that in the pre­vi­ous verse, “The Apos­tle would lift us up to higher thoughts, when he calls the Church of­fi­cers’ main­te­nance, not wages but hon­our.”40
The Par­tic­u­lar Bap­tist Ben­ja­min Keach made a sim­i­lar ob­ser­va­tion, re­ject­ing such a “base” ex­change and pre­fer­ring the no­tion of “honor.” Re­mark­ing that New Tes­ta­ment min­is­ters are to re­ceive af­ter the pat­tern of the Old Tes­ta­ment priests (1 Cor. 9:13–14), he pointed out that such funds granted to min­is­ters are not di­rect pay­ments, but given “as gifts due to the Lord, and to them from him.”41 Keach ex­panded on the same dis­tinc­tion to ex­plain that the min­is­ter’s sti­pend is not to be re­garded as “base” wages but as “honor” be­cause the peo­ple do not ac­tu­ally pay them as an em­ployer might. In­stead, they give to the Lord, and the Lord gives his wages to his own work­ers; the Lord is the em­ployer to whom the min­is­ter is bound.  
Con­clu­sion
The pro­hi­bi­tion of si­mony does not leave min­is­ters des­ti­tute. Tem­po­ral things may and ought to be given to those who pro­vide spir­i­tual things, but the mode of the ex­change is de­ci­sive. What the peo­ple give is nei­ther char­ity to a beg­gar, nor the price of a prod­uct, nor wages owed to a hired la­borer, but the main­te­nance of one whom the Lord has set apart to serve them. Their giv­ing is di­rected ul­ti­mately to God, and from God the min­is­ter re­ceives his sup­port. The min­is­ter’s sti­pend is there­fore not mer­ces but hon­o­rar­ium—a rec­og­ni­tion of the dig­nity that be­longs to the of­fice.
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Chapter 9
Receiving
The pre­vi­ous chap­ter showed that min­is­ters may rightly re­ceive sup­port (sus­ten­ta­tionem) from those they serve. It is im­por­tant that it be given for his sus­te­nance rather than as a price of his la­bor be­cause “in every sale the price is taken as the end,” and if the spir­i­tual la­borer re­ceives “as the prin­ci­pal end of his work, he com­mits si­mony.”1 A non-si­mo­ni­a­cal re­cep­tion of ma­te­rial things de­pends on whether his pri­mary pur­pose in min­is­try is ser­vice to the Lord.2
How­ever, we need not for­bid all fi­nan­cial mo­ti­va­tion in min­is­try. A min­is­ter is above re­proach in the mat­ter “if he has God as the prin­ci­pal end in such an act and looks to such dis­tri­bu­tions sec­on­dar­ily.”3 For the one who op­er­ates with these rightly or­dered mo­tives, “it is clear that he is not sell­ing the spir­i­tual act, and thus he does not com­mit si­mony, nor does he sin.”4
Scho­las­tic sources fre­quently ob­serve that it is ac­cept­able to preach “for money” in the sense of preach­ing to en­cour­age gen­eros­ity for char­i­ta­ble col­lec­tions.5 Sim­i­larly, one may give some­thing “for” (pro) a spir­i­tual thing so long as the prep­o­si­tion means “on ac­count of” (i.e., in sup­port­ive de­vo­tion) rather than “in ex­change for.”6 More ger­mane to our con­cerns, how­ever, a min­is­ter’s ser­vice may be con­di­tioned upon the sup­ply of suf­fi­cient funds. But this may only func­tion as a sec­ondary mo­ti­va­tion rather than a pri­mary one. A min­is­ter must be en­abled by ma­te­rial things rather than dri­ven by them.7 In the pithy say­ing that came down from Au­gus­tine, we ought to eat that we may evan­ge­lize, not evan­ge­lize that we may eat.8
Given the pres­ence of ad­di­tional and even fi­nan­cial mo­tives, the right mode of giv­ing (for sus­te­nance) does not by it­self vin­di­cate the one who re­ceives. His in­no­cence de­pends on his rightly or­dered mo­tives. The de­sire for money must re­main sec­ondary and never rise to a pri­mary po­si­tion such that oth­ers would give way on its be­half.
For this rea­son, canon­ists and theo­lo­gians of­fered four tests of a min­is­ter’s in­tent: the fi­nan­cial bur­den on the con­gre­ga­tion, his re­jec­tion of po­si­tions, his trans­fer­ring of po­si­tions, and his want of a proper of­fice. Each could pro­vide ev­i­dence of a min­is­try dri­ven by si­mo­ni­a­cal am­bi­tion.
Fi­nan­cial Bur­den on the Con­gre­ga­tion
If a min­is­ter who has enough for him­self re­ceives from the poor, it dem­on­strates that his ob­jec­tives in min­is­try are si­mo­ni­a­cal. Such men, Aqui­nas wrote, “would be bound not only to de­sist from ac­cept­ing alms, but also to give their own goods, if they had any, for the sup­port of the poor.”9
Un­der dif­fer­ent cir­cum­stances, this does not for­bid the fi­nan­cially self-suf­fi­cient from re­ceiv­ing a sal­ary. On a first read­ing, one canon in Gra­tian’s De­cre­tum ap­pears to for­bid any in­de­pen­dently wealthy min­is­ter from tak­ing a sti­pend from the church,10 but later theo­lo­gians in­ter­preted the re­stric­tion nar­rowly. Aqui­nas re­sponded to those who would use this to pro­hibit the rich from tak­ing any sti­pend, as­sert­ing that it ap­plies only in times of need, when the church could not oth­er­wise care for the poor.11
The Re­formed main­tained the same bal­ance be­tween over­bur­den­ing a con­gre­ga­tion and fi­nan­cially ne­glect­ing its min­is­ters. In de­scrib­ing what kind of pay might be “si­mo­ni­a­cal” or “mer­ce­nary,” Fran­cis Tur­re­tin warned against sal­aries bur­den­some to a con­gre­ga­tion,12 though he held that in­de­pen­dently rich min­is­ters should be sup­ported rather than left to la­bor at their own ex­pense.13 
Re­ject­ing Po­si­tions
If a min­is­ter de­clines a po­si­tion be­cause the sti­pend is smaller than he had hoped, this too may dem­on­strate si­mo­ni­a­cal in­ten­tion. Of course, a po­si­tion could sim­ply not come with a suf­fi­cient sti­pend to sup­port the min­is­ter,14 but his re­jec­tion of the po­si­tion is fur­ther ev­i­dence bear­ing on his mo­tives.
Con­cern over one who would re­ject a call­ing was most clearly stated by au­thors in the Re­formed tra­di­tion. For ex­am­ple, Thomas Bos­ton warned those that “close with no call upon the ac­count of sti­pend.”15 In his judg­ment, “This is di­rect si­mony; sell­ing the gift of God for money.”16 Al­lud­ing to a num­ber of rel­e­vant pas­sages in se­quence, he con­tin­ued de­cry­ing this sin: “Let their money per­ish with them­selves that will ad­ven­ture to do so. Such are buy­ers and sell­ers, that God will put out of his tem­ple. Such are mere hire­lings, work­ing for wages; and too much of Bal­aam’s tem­per is to be found there.”17
If the pur­pose of the sti­pend is main­te­nance to up­hold the min­is­ter and his proper dig­nity, but not more, a man who hag­gles over the fig­ure has some other pur­pose in view.
Trans­fer­ring Po­si­tions
Canon law rou­tinely pro­hibits min­is­ters from trans­fer­ring be­tween posts on their own ini­tia­tive, par­tic­u­larly when that trans­fer is from a lesser see to a greater one. The ear­li­est con­cil­iar leg­is­la­tion on this point comes from the Coun­cil of Ni­caea (325), which de­creed that “nei­ther bishop, nor pres­byter, nor dea­con should pass from city to city.”18 From there, many coun­cils in­cluded sim­i­lar laws, from the Synod of An­ti­och (341)19 to the Coun­cil of Sar­dica (343)20 and be­yond. Even­tu­ally, this pro­hi­bi­tion made its way into the Liber ex­tra:
For there are some who re­sign their prebend and re­nounce their right, in or­der that they might ob­tain a greater prebend, or that from this they might ac­quire a cer­tain sum of money—which is in­deed con­trary to honor, and with­out doubt con­tains si­mo­ni­a­cal de­prav­ity. There­fore, you should hold as a gen­eral rule that ex­changes of preb­ends can­not law­fully be made, es­pe­cially where a pact has pre­ceded, which, con­cern­ing spir­i­tual things or things an­nexed to spir­i­tual things, al­ways con­tains the stain of si­mony.21

The school­men ap­proved these canons as read­ily as the ju­rists.22 The pro­posed rem­edy in these laws is not to for­bid all trans­fers; su­pe­ri­ors may still re­as­sign clergy for nec­es­sary rea­sons. Rather, it is to strip the in­di­vid­ual min­is­ter of the ini­tia­tive be­cause self-di­rected move­ment so read­ily be­comes a ve­hi­cle for cov­etous­ness. The theme that runs through these sources, even when “si­mony” is not ex­pressly men­tioned, is sus­pi­cion of si­mo­ni­a­cal am­bi­tion.23 
Want of Of­fice
A fi­nal in­di­ca­tor of si­mo­ni­a­cal mo­ti­va­tion is the ab­sence of a proper call. If a min­is­ter’s right to main­te­nance flows from his or­di­na­tion and of­fice rather than from a com­mer­cial trans­ac­tion, then one who claims main­te­nance with­out or­di­na­tion has no right to it at all. His re­ceipt of it is, at best, ir­reg­u­lar and, at worst, ev­i­dence that gain rather than ser­vice is his ob­ject.
Au­gus­tine and Monks
In De opere mo­na­cho­rum (On the work of monks), Au­gus­tine dis­tin­guished be­tween phys­i­cal la­bor and spir­i­tual la­bor, speak­ing of the nat­ural ex­change of the for­mer for phys­i­cal food, but re­serv­ing to “all evan­ge­lists and min­is­ters of the word of God” the au­thor­ity “to live by the gospel, per­form­ing only spir­i­tual works.”24 Paul re­fused funds at Thes­sa­lo­nica, Au­gus­tine ex­plained, so that by his ex­am­ple “those might be re­strained who, though not so or­dained in the church, deemed the like to be due to them­selves.”25 He re­turned to the point later, ob­ject­ing to monks who claimed the right to live by the gospel with­out hold­ing any or­dained of­fice: “But these breth­ren of ours rashly ar­ro­gate to them­selves, as far as I can judge, an au­thor­ity of this kind. For if they are evan­ge­lists, I con­fess, they have it; if min­is­ters of the al­tar, dis­pensers of the sac­ra­ments, they rightly do not ar­ro­gate this au­thor­ity to them­selves, but plainly claim it as their due.”26 
Wil­liam of Saint-Amour and the Fri­ars
In the thir­teenth cen­tury, Wil­liam of Saint-Amour de­vel­oped Au­gus­tine’s ar­gu­ment in or­der to ap­ply it to the new men­di­cant or­ders, the fri­ars.27 Gloss­ing Au­gus­tine’s re­marks, he wrote:
The false [preach­ers], even though they are not so or­dained in the Church that they can live from the Gospel […] nev­er­the­less wish to live from the Gospel, re­ceiv­ing their sus­te­nance from those to whom they preach, as if they were their evan­ge­lists or min­is­ters of their al­tar. […] If they do not hold these of­fices in the churches of those from whom they re­ceive, they do not have the au­thor­ity to take sus­te­nance from them ei­ther. For it is cer­tain that sus­te­nance from the Gospel is owed only to those who pre­side or­di­nar­ily in gov­er­nance and teach­ing by the dig­nity of their of­fice, and who are bound to the care of souls by the duty of their of­fice.28

He went on to in­ter­pret the var­i­ous phrases in 1 Thes­sa­lo­ni­ans 5:12 as in­di­cat­ing pas­toral of­fice rather than sim­i­lar la­bor apart from the of­fice,29 then con­cluded, “There­fore those who do not have the dig­nity or the proper of­fice of gov­ern­ing souls can­not claim sus­te­nance as owed to them.”30 He ob­jected to their re­cep­tion of alms, but found es­pe­cially hei­nous their in­sis­tence on it as an im­po­si­tion of duty: the false preach­ers “not only re­ceive food from those to whom they preach if it is of­fered to them, but also some­times im­por­tu­nately de­mand it, al­though it is not owed.”31 He iden­ti­fied all such re­cep­tion as man­i­fest si­mony:32
In De va­lido men­di­cante (The able-bod­ied men­di­cant), Wil­liam as­serted that none should be given to those who beg be­fore or af­ter their preach­ing.33 Only a teacher who holds the apos­tolic au­thor­ity—a bishop or one he has sent—is owed a share by those he teaches,34 and what such a man asks he asks by that au­thor­ity and not as a beg­gar.35
Wil­liam there­fore tied proper fi­nan­cial sup­port to mis­sion.36 Sus­te­nance is owed by “the peo­ple to whom they preach as their own charges,”37 that is, “those whom he feeds as a flock, or whom he cul­ti­vates as a vine­yard.”38 To gather sup­port be­yond that bound­ary is to “make prey of con­gre­ga­tions not their own.”39 Re­gard­ing those preach­ers who visit a con­gre­ga­tion, Wil­liam de­ter­mined that the proper source of their sup­port was con­di­tioned on their com­mis­sion. If some prel­ate would send a preacher to visit, then he should like­wise fund him.40 He al­lowed an ex­cep­tion where such a visit met a spe­cific need, and then only on ju­di­cial in­quiry or at the parish priest’s own re­quest.41 He re­garded the con­trary rule as un­ten­able, since “if an un­lim­ited num­ber of per­sons had the au­thor­ity of preach­ing in any given church, every church would owe un­lim­ited proc­u­ra­tions, which is ab­surd to say.”42 
The Prot­es­tant Re­cep­tion
As noted in Chap­ter 1,43 Wil­liam’s po­si­tions were far from uni­ver­sally adopted within the pre­vail­ing in­sti­tu­tions, but they found pur­chase among proto-Re­form­ers and also those Re­form­ers who con­tin­ued to feel the need to re­spond to the men­di­cants. Ad­dress­ing the fri­ars’ en­croach­ment on parish min­is­try, John Wyc­liffe ob­served that “a ben­e­fice and its cor­re­spond­ing of­fice in­sep­a­ra­bly fol­low each other.”44 Else­where, he iden­ti­fied their col­lec­tion of funds through a coun­ter­feit of­fice as si­mony.45 Wil­liam Tyn­dale adopted these ar­gu­ments in The Obe­di­ence of a Chris­tian Man, speak­ing of those who would ask for money for la­bor in the word out­side of the of­fice of a preacher as be­ing rob­bers of wid­ows.46 John Cal­vin con­tended sim­i­larly, lament­ing that the col­la­tion of ben­e­fices, for­merly joined with or­di­na­tion, had be­come wholly sep­a­rate,47 and that those who have no work or in­come but the sale of Masses have no le­git­i­mate of­fice to per­form.48
Even af­ter the men­di­cant or­ders ceased to be a live con­tro­versy for them, Prot­es­tant theo­lo­gians con­tin­ued to rec­og­nize that the of­fice, not merely the ac­tual work, le­git­imized min­is­te­rial main­te­nance. Mat­thew Poole, ar­gu­ing against the con­gre­ga­tion­al­ist no­tion of a “gifted man” (i.e., a con­gre­ga­tion­ally ap­proved lay-preacher), built his ar­gu­ment on a shared foun­da­tion: only those who hold the of­fice may be paid for it.49 He fur­ther con­tended that to fund all those who are gifted and do the work in some mea­sure “would be both ab­surd and im­pos­si­ble.”50 Hold­ing the of­fice with­out do­ing the work in­curred the same charge of si­mony. Min­is­ters who re­ceive a sti­pend but do not do the work of preach­ing “are by strong pre­sump­tion deep si­mo­nists.”51 
Con­clu­sion
A min­is­ter whose pri­mary end is gain rather than ser­vice cor­rupts an oth­er­wise licit ar­range­ment. The tra­di­tion there­fore sup­plied four di­ag­nos­tic tests: the fi­nan­cial bur­den placed on a con­gre­ga­tion, the re­jec­tion of a po­si­tion for its sti­pend, the trans­fer to a more prof­it­able one, and the ab­sence of a proper call. Each may ex­pose whether a min­is­ter’s true mas­ter is the Lord or his own ap­pe­tite.
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Scripture and Simony


Chapter 10
The Forefathers of Simony
The class of trans­gres­sion at the cen­ter of our in­ves­ti­ga­tion ex­isted long be­fore Si­mon Ma­gus or the events of Acts 8. In the words of John Ma­jor, “this plague was in the church be­fore it was called si­mony.”1 It ex­isted be­fore the New Tes­ta­ment church and af­flicted the Old Tes­ta­ment peo­ple of God at least as far back as their wicked proph­ets.2
Writ­ers on this topic rarely com­mit­ted them­selves to an in­di­vid­ual or spe­cific in­stance as the ori­gin of si­mony, but the re­al­ity of this sin be­ing an an­cient evil led many to re­gard cer­tain fig­ures from Scrip­ture as the fore­fa­thers of si­mony. These names re­cur across the lit­er­a­ture, though rarely col­lected into a sin­gle list. How­ever, Jan Hus pro­vided an or­derly col­lec­tion and an ex­tended dis­cus­sion of each. Af­ter de­scrib­ing Si­mon and Ge­hazi as the chief among these,3 he listed Bal­aam, Jer­oboam, and Ju­das.4 These con­sti­tute the ped­i­gree of si­mony, be­cause si­mo­ni­acs are those “who, as sons with those evil fa­thers be­fore them, pull on their boots.”5
The fig­ures theo­lo­gians of the past held up as si­mony’s ex­em­plars show how they un­der­stood the sin. What fol­lows is a sur­vey of each, or­dered by fre­quency of ap­pear­ance in the lit­er­a­ture.
Si­mon Ma­gus
Si­mony’s name­sake, Si­mon Ma­gus, is the fig­ure most of­ten named in as­so­ci­a­tion with the sin. Hav­ing seen the Spirit given through the apos­tles’ lay­ing on of hands, he of­fered them money for the same power (Acts 8:18–19). Pe­ter an­swered, “Your sil­ver per­ish with you, be­cause you have thought to ob­tain the gift of God with money” (Acts 8:20). This apos­tolic re­buke was ap­plied to all who would en­gage in the same form of com­merce. Most treat­ments of si­mony in­voked Si­mon to iden­tify him as the par­a­dig­matic buyer of spir­i­tual things, even if only briefly.
A num­ber, how­ever, re­lated the ex­tra­bib­li­cal tra­di­tion of Si­mon’s later ca­reer and demise in some de­tail, usu­ally with­out qual­i­fi­ca­tion or skep­ti­cism. For ex­am­ple, James Met­ford pro­vided a con­cise in­tro­duc­tion that rec­ords sev­eral an­cient sources: “Si­mony is so called from Si­mon Ma­gus, that fa­mous Samar­i­tan born at Git­ton, men­tioned in Acts 8, who came to Rome in the reign of Clau­dius Cae­sar (says Eu­se­bius) where he was wor­shipped in an im­age (says Just. Mar­tyr) be­tween the two bridges of Tiber, with this in­scrip­tion, Si­moni Sancto Deo; yea the Samar­i­tans and many oth­ers also, adored him saith Ire­naeus.”6
The tra­di­tion ex­tends be­yond his cult in Rome. A widely cir­cu­lated leg­end, orig­i­nat­ing in the Acts of Pe­ter (ca. 180–200) and re­told by later au­thors, re­lates that Si­mon at­tempted to prove his di­vin­ity by fly­ing over the city. In this ac­count, Pe­ter prays to Christ,7 and Si­mon is cast down, break­ing his leg in three places and sub­se­quently dy­ing from his in­juries.8 This leg­end, while not con­nected to the sin of si­mony proper, nev­er­the­less con­trib­uted to the in­famy of the name. Si­mon’s fall be­came a pop­u­lar sub­ject in Chris­tian art, de­picted in paint­ings, fres­coes, and il­lu­mi­nated man­u­scripts.9
Ge­hazi
Treat­ments that be­gin from the name it­self rarely stop at Acts 8 with­out call­ing at­ten­tion to the par­al­lel text of 2 Kings 5. While Si­mon sought to pur­chase the gift of the Spirit, Ge­hazi sought to sell the gift of the Spirit, re­ceiv­ing two tal­ents of sil­ver and two changes of cloth­ing from Naa­man af­ter he was mirac­u­lously cured of lep­rosy. The prophet Eli­sha re­buked his ser­vant, trans­fer­ring to him the lep­rosy of Naa­man (2 Kings 5:20–27).
Ge­hazites as Sell­ers
Ge­hazi is typ­i­cally pre­sented not merely as a fore­fa­ther of si­mony, but as an Old Tes­ta­ment coun­ter­part to the New Tes­ta­ment fig­ure. Where Si­mon rep­re­sents buy­ers, Ge­hazi rep­re­sents sell­ers. The pair­ing is an­cient. In Je­rome’s Vita Hi­lar­i­o­nis (ca. 390), Hi­lar­ion re­jects gifts given in the con­text of mir­a­cle work­ing: “Have you not read what be­fell Ge­hazi and Si­mon? One of them ac­cepted a price, the other of­fered it, so that the for­mer might sell the grace of the Holy Spirit, and the lat­ter might buy it.”10 In the words of Al­bert the Great, “What Ge­hazi sells, Si­mon seeks to pro­cure.”11
Buy­ers and sell­ers took their names ac­cord­ingly. As Pe­ter Lom­bard wrote, “Those who wish to pro­cure price­less grace for a price, in the like­ness of Si­mon Ma­gus, are prop­erly called si­mo­ni­acs; and those who re­ceive a price for sa­cred min­is­try, in the man­ner of Ge­hazi, ought to be called Ge­hazites.”12 This nam­ing scheme runs through­out the lit­er­a­ture.13
Why, then, is the sin de­nom­i­nated by Si­mon rather than Ge­hazi? The scho­las­tic an­swer is that, while Ge­hazi only sought to sell, Si­mon at­tempted to buy in or­der to sell. The text does not state this ex­plic­itly; the in­fer­ence rests on Si­mon’s ask­ing for the power to lay hands on oth­ers (Acts 8:19). In the words of Thomas Aqui­nas,
Si­mon Ma­gus wished to buy spir­i­tual things so that he might later sell them; and there­fore his pur­chase im­plic­itly con­tained a sale as well. And on ac­count of this, in or­di­nary speech, both the buyer and the seller are called si­mo­ni­acs. Yet if we wish to speak pre­cisely, the buy­ers are called si­mo­ni­acs, and the sell­ers Ge­hazites, be­cause Ge­hazi wished to sell spir­i­tual things.14

In the sev­en­teenth cen­tury, Henry Bur­ton added his own ex­pla­na­tion based on an Eng­lish pun: “But Si­mon hath ob­tained to bear the bell, and to carry the name away for both; sith the money so given and taken be­comes Sin-money, bear­ing the im­age and su­per­scrip­tion of Si­mon.”15 
Si­mo­ni­acs as Lep­ers
Be­cause of Ge­hazi’s pun­ish­ment (2 Kings 5:27), si­mony is fre­quently as­so­ci­ated with lep­rosy. While writ­ings of­ten made re­marks to this ef­fect with­out ref­er­ence to any source, many went back par­tic­u­larly to Am­brose,16 who wrote:
You have the Lord’s com­mand and the prophet’s ex­am­ple: freely to re­ceive, freely to give; not to sell the min­is­try, but to of­fer it; for God’s grace is not ap­praised by a price, […] Lep­rosy quickly fol­lows a shame­ful re­ward, and ill-got­ten money stains both body and soul. “You have re­ceived money,” it says, “and from it you shall pos­sess a field, a vine­yard, olive groves, and flocks; and the lep­rosy of Naa­man shall cling to you and to your seed for­ever.” You see that the doer’s act con­demns the heir’s suc­ces­sion; for the guilt of sell­ing a mys­tery is un­aton­able, and the heav­enly ven­geance for [sell­ing] grace passes on to pos­ter­ity. In short, the Mo­ab­ites and oth­ers shall not en­ter [the as­sem­bly] even unto the third and fourth gen­er­a­tion17—namely for so long (to in­ter­pret it sim­ply) un­til a suc­ces­sion of many gen­er­a­tions might abol­ish the guilt of the do­ers.
But since those who have trans­gressed against God in the er­ror of idol­a­try seem to be pun­ished unto the fourth gen­er­a­tion, cer­tainly the sen­tence seems harsher by which the seed of Ge­hazi is con­demned for­ever by pro­phetic au­thor­ity for the greed of pos­sess­ing—es­pe­cially since our Lord Je­sus Christ, through the wash­ing of re­gen­er­a­tion has given the re­mis­sion of sins to all—un­less you un­der­stand the “seed” to be of vices rather than of birth. For just as those who are chil­dren of the prom­ise are reck­oned as good seed, so also those who are chil­dren of er­ror are reck­oned as bad seed. For even the Jews are from their fa­ther the devil, cer­tainly not by suc­ces­sion of the flesh, but of crime. There­fore all the cov­etous, all the greedy pos­sess the lep­rosy of Ge­hazi along with their riches; and with an ill-got­ten re­ward they have gath­ered not so much an in­her­i­tance of wealth as a trea­sury of crimes, for eter­nal pun­ish­ment and brief en­joy­ment.18

If the pun­ish­ments for idol­a­try only fall to sev­eral gen­er­a­tions, but Ge­hazi’s seed is af­flicted for­ever, then the off­spring in mind must be spir­i­tual rather than phys­i­cal. All who fol­low in Ge­hazi’s sin con­tract his dis­ease.
As­so­ci­a­tions be­tween lep­rosy and the sin of Si­mon ex­isted in pa­tris­tic lit­er­a­ture, but these be­came ex­cep­tion­ally fre­quent in the Mid­dle Ages with both the de­vel­op­ment of the no­tion of si­mony and with the ac­tual wide­spread pres­ence of pes­ti­lence across Eu­rope.19 Due to the lat­ter, the me­dievals of­ten re­garded lep­rosy as more than a met­a­phor for si­mony—a lit­eral form of di­vine ret­ri­bu­tion on the si­mo­niac.20
The idea that the si­mo­niac will in­herit Ge­hazi’s pun­ish­ment is like­wise re­corded in canon law. The Third Lat­eran Coun­cil (1179) said that the si­mo­niac “will have his por­tion with Ge­hazi, whose deed he im­i­tates by ex­act­ing a shame­ful re­ward.”21 Gra­tian wrote that “He who or­dains for a price con­fers lep­rosy, not an of­fice.”22
The im­agery is com­mon enough, but the proto-Re­form­ers seized on it and drew out its im­pli­ca­tions. John Wyc­liffe opened his work on si­mony by de­scrib­ing it as a lep­rosy that can­not be cured apart from a mir­a­cle,23 and from there, the re­main­der of his work is re­plete with this lan­guage. Com­par­ing Ge­hazi and the pope, he took the mat­ter fur­ther:
Lep­rosy, I say, ac­cord­ing to the saints mys­ti­cally sig­ni­fies si­mony, be­cause just as no dis­ease is more in­fec­tious than this, more de­form­ing for dis­solv­ing unity and form, or more hor­ri­ble for co­hab­it­ing be­cause of the stench or voice, so is the si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy. For no sin is more in­fec­tious than this, since the si­mo­niac in­fects first him­self, sec­ondly the one above him who con­fers [the of­fice], and thirdly the peo­ple be­low him, to whom he ad­min­is­ters ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal sac­ra­ments, in­deed he in­fects the peo­ple on all sides by con­sent. And as to the sec­ond [point], it is clear that he ex­ces­sively dis­solves the unity of the mem­bers of the church, since those whom he ought to unite with Christ ac­cord­ing to the form of the gospel, he sep­a­rates and de­forms ac­cord­ing to the law of the devil. And this is the rea­son why it is called her­esy, which is in­ter­preted “di­vi­sion.” So no mon­ster is more de­formed be­fore God, even if he seems to be the head of the church. Whence Aaron is ex­pressly re­proved and Mir­iam his sis­ter was struck with lep­rosy as is clear in Num­bers 12[:10]; “Be­hold,” it says, “Mir­iam ap­peared white with lep­rosy like snow.” And con­se­quently Aaron en­treats Mo­ses on her be­half, that she may not be­come as one dead and as a still­born child that is cast out from its mother’s womb. For such peo­ple are cast out be­fore God out of mother church, even if they seem to rule her. And as to the third [point], it is clear that every faith­ful per­son should shud­der at this lep­rosy more than at the devil him­self; in­deed their rep­u­ta­tion in­fects many, they emit the voice of an asp and not of a trum­pet; and there­fore they were ap­pointed un­der the old law, as is clear in Num­bers 5, to re­main out­side the camp as men not to be en­dured.
But the white­ness of the lep­rosy sig­ni­fies the white­ness of hy­poc­risy, by which they feign ho­li­ness in the eyes of the faith­ful; and from the first si­mo­niac pope24 even to the last of this gen­er­a­tion, all are struck al­most ir­re­me­di­a­bly by this lep­rosy. And thus it makes un­wor­thy those who were pre­vi­ously wor­thy; it does not pro­mote but con­demns, and more griev­ously than Ge­hazi, in that, like an­other god, [the si­mo­niac] blas­phe­mously jus­ti­fies a more dan­ger­ous sin against Christ, and thus he steals from the goods of the church, not his own, most sac­ri­le­giously, like the chief an­ti­christ.25

This as­so­ci­a­tion con­tin­ued be­yond the Ref­or­ma­tion, later au­thors mak­ing sim­i­lar ob­ser­va­tions and speak­ing of “the lep­rosy of si­mony.”26  
Ju­das
Be­yond Si­mon and Ge­hazi, Ju­das is most fre­quently pre­sented as the fore­fa­ther of si­mo­ni­acs. Gra­tian placed him be­tween Ge­hazi and Si­mon, ob­serv­ing that he “sold the re­deemer of all” and died with­out re­demp­tion, be­cause one can­not re­tain what he has sold.27 The com­par­i­son is not merely that Ju­das is greedy as si­mo­ni­acs are greedy or even that Ju­das de­val­ues spir­i­tual things as si­mo­ni­acs de­value spir­i­tual things. Rather, the re­peated point is that Ju­das is guilty of sell­ing Je­sus as si­mo­ni­acs are guilty of sell­ing Je­sus.
This no­tion of trad­ing in the things of God be­ing the equiv­a­lent of sell­ing Je­sus is an an­cient one; the word “christ­mon­ger” (χριστέμπορος) ap­pears in Chris­tian writ­ings go­ing as far back as the Di­dache (c. 50–120).28 Writ­ings as­so­ci­at­ing Si­mon and Ju­das also date back to the early cen­turies of the church. In his hom­i­lies on Mat­thew, John Chrys­os­tom preached, “Let no Ju­das, there­fore, ap­proach this ta­ble, let no Si­mon; for both of these per­ished on ac­count of av­a­rice.”29 Cyril of Je­ru­salem called Si­mon “a sec­ond Ju­das.”30 How­ever, with the de­vel­op­ment of a for­mal no­tion of si­mony, the iden­tity of Ju­das with those who traf­fic in spir­i­tual things be­came more fre­quent and pro­nounced.
Wil­liam Per­al­dus pushed the com­par­i­son be­yond equiv­a­lence, ar­gu­ing that si­mo­ni­acs are worse than Ju­das:
It ought to suf­fice for such men that Christ was sold once for their sins. These sell­ers seem to be worse than Ju­das in these five [ways]: They sell him im­mor­tal and now glo­ri­fied whom Ju­das sold mor­tal and in a state of hu­mil­ity: an in­sult of­fered to a knight is greater than one of­fered to a squire. Nor do they sell him only once like Ju­das, but more than a hun­dred times. They sell him for an even smaller price than Ju­das. They also be­lieve him to be God, which Ju­das did not be­lieve when he sold [him] for thirty de­narii. Ju­das also, when he was pen­i­tent for this sin, led by pen­i­tence, re­turned the thirty sil­ver pieces for which he had sold Christ: but si­mo­ni­acs can­not be brought to pen­i­tence, so as to re­store what they gained through si­mony.31

Ex­am­ples ex­ist among Eng­lish au­thors as well. The royal chap­lain Samp­son Price called si­mo­ni­a­cal pa­trons “heirs to Ju­das, whose Latin goeth no far­ther than Quid dabis [What will you give?].”32 As the Eng­lish preacher Thomas Ad­ams wrote, “when Ju­das is the pa­tron, Si­mon Ma­gus must be the priest.”33
Al­lu­sions to and ci­ta­tions of the par­al­lel text in Zech­a­riah 11:4–13 in­di­cate that this iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of Ju­das with si­mo­ni­acs is fur­ther mo­ti­vated by the ty­po­log­i­cal con­nec­tions.34 Like Ju­das, the prophet is given thirty pieces of sil­ver (Zech. 11:12; Matt. 26:15), which is cast into the tem­ple (Zech. 11:13; Matt. 27:5) and ul­ti­mately given to a pot­ter (Zech. 11:13; Matt. 27:7). Zech­a­riah plays the part of a shep­herd who is put in charge of sheep that will be slaugh­tered, and these are his wages. If one might hes­i­tate to com­pare Ju­das to a mer­ce­nary pas­tor, Scrip­ture it­self com­pares him to a shep­herd for hire by way of shared im­ages.
Bal­aam
Bal­aam, the prophet of Yah­weh hired by Balak to curse Is­rael (Num. 22–24), is com­monly re­garded as an early si­mo­niac. In fact, the Chris­tian leg­end re­gard­ing Si­mon’s flight and fall, re­counted above, may it­self in­di­cate an un­der­stood as­so­ci­a­tion with the Old Tes­ta­ment fig­ure. In ex­tra­bib­li­cal Jew­ish tra­di­tion, Bal­aam was a sor­cerer who pos­sessed the power to fly but fell to earth at the prayer of Phine­has.35 The leg­end of Si­mon’s flight and fall runs the same course point for point: both sor­cer­ers fly, both are brought down by the prayer of a chief an­tag­o­nist,36 both fall to in­jury and die. The sim­i­lar­ity be­tween these two in­di­cates that early Chris­tians took to heart the New Tes­ta­ment au­thors’ de­pic­tion of Bal­aam as the prophet who loved the wages of un­right­eous­ness (2 Pet. 2:15; Jude 11).
Some con­sid­ered Bal­aam to be the first si­mo­niac. For ex­am­ple, Hugh of St. Vic­tor de­voted a chap­ter to the “au­thors of si­mony” and traced its ge­neal­ogy back to Bal­aam.37 Re­gard­less of whether they iden­ti­fied him as the first, many iden­ti­fied him as a si­mo­niac, par­tic­u­larly on ac­count of his will­ing­ness to sell the gift of proph­ecy for money.38 Ma­jor, ob­serv­ing that Bal­aam wanted to sell the gift of proph­ecy, con­sid­ered whether the sin might be named “bal­aamy” (bal­aamia) rather than “si­mony” (si­mo­nia).39
Hus la­beled “Bal­aamites” those si­mo­ni­acs “who preach for money and for the sake of money, like those swin­dlers who grant in­dul­gences for money.”40 From Pe­ter’s de­scrip­tion of false teach­ers in 2 Pe­ter 2:1–15, he cat­a­loged eight marks by which the sons of Bal­aam may be rec­og­nized.41 Hus in­vited the reader to ap­ply these marks to the clergy of his own day: “Those in whom one finds these marks are cer­tainly the ones Saint Pe­ter means.”42 Later, he gave a num­ber of other tests for dis­cern­ing Bal­aamites, largely fo­cused on the temp­ta­tions they would lure peo­ple into,43 and of­fered up an im­pre­ca­tion against them: “O Lord! Will you fight these Bal­aamites with the sword sharp on both sides, the sword of your mouth?”44
Eng­lish writ­ers like­wise ap­pealed to Bal­aam as a proto-si­mo­niac. The Lol­lard tract The Lan­terne of Liȝt (ca. 1409–15) in­vokes the name of Bal­aam re­peat­edly, liken­ing Bal­aam to Ge­hazi45 and ac­cus­ing mer­chan­diz­ing priests of be­guil­ing the peo­ple “with the foul sin of Bal­aam.”46 Later au­thors con­tin­ued to name Bal­aam along­side Ge­hazi and Si­mon as the scrip­tural ar­che­types of the si­mo­niac.47
Jer­oboam
A fur­ther Old Tes­ta­ment fore­fa­ther is Jer­oboam, the king of Is­rael who split the king­dom and “filled the hand of who­ever de­sired it, and he be­came a priest of the high places” (1 Kings 13:33). The con­nec­tion to si­mony is, in part, mo­ti­vated by the ren­der­ing of the Vul­gate, which trans­lates the He­brew id­iom for con­se­cra­tion lit­er­ally as “fill the hand” (im­ple­bat ma­num suam). On this ac­count, Latin theo­lo­gians rou­tinely in­ter­preted the phrase as a fi­nan­cial trans­ac­tion, Greg­ory’s mu­nus a manu.48
The com­par­i­son as­serts an anal­ogy not only in the sin of con­tem­po­rary si­mo­ni­acs and the sin of Jer­oboam but in their de­struc­tion. Jer­oboam was de­stroyed be­cause he made two golden calves and “sec­ond, be­cause he be­stowed the priest­hood over those calves for money.”49 The thrust of these ob­ser­va­tions is a for­ti­ori: “If the sell­ing of the priest­hood of idols was thus avenged by the Lord, how will the sell­ing of the true priest­hood be avenged?”50 Wyc­liffe proph­e­sied “that wars shall con­tinue […] as long as this plague of si­mony en­dures,”51 and then, turn­ing to Jer­oboam, con­cluded, “He who thus avenged the sell­ing of the priest­hood of idols must there­fore avenge the sell­ing of the priest­hood of Christ.”52 Hus ap­plied the same reck­on­ing to his own gen­er­a­tion and closed with a prayer: “Those who thus take money and make bish­ops and priests, or grant oth­ers ben­e­fices, are fol­low­ers of Jer­oboam, and God grant that they not be de­stroyed as he was.”53
Bur­ton ap­plied this name to the Pope, call­ing him “that grand Jer­oboam of Rome,” who “for base bribes, ad­mits into the priest­hood the bas­est of the peo­ple.”54 He fur­ther con­tended that the cor­rup­tion of Is­rael un­der their king in­di­cates that si­mo­ni­a­cal cor­rup­tion in­ev­i­ta­bly cor­rupts the whole peo­ple: “What other min­is­try can be ex­pected in a church, where si­mony reign­eth, than such as was un­der Jer­oboam?”55 
Con­clu­sion
These five fig­ures form a com­pos­ite por­trait of the si­mo­niac. The chief two, Si­mon and Ge­hazi, rep­re­sent buyer and seller. Be­yond that, Ju­das trades in Christ, Bal­aam trades in the word, and Jer­oboam trades in the priest­hood. Theo­lo­gians across many cen­turies re­turned to the same hand­ful of names. Where the gifts of God are treated as ar­ti­cles of com­merce, the same sins re­cur and the same judg­ments fol­low.
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Chapter 11
Scripture Proofs
Be­yond the loci clas­sici of Acts 8 and 2 Kings 5, theo­lo­gians of past gen­er­a­tions have cen­tered on sev­eral other pas­sages of Scrip­ture to dem­on­strate the im­moral­ity of traf­fick­ing in spir­i­tual things. The breadth of this scrip­tural wit­ness was rec­og­nized early. In the third cen­tury, Cyp­rian com­piled at the re­quest of one Qui­ri­nus a book of bib­li­cal tes­ti­monies, in­clud­ing one head­ing “That the grace of God ought to be with­out price.” Un­der this ru­bric he gath­ered Pe­ter’s re­buke of Si­mon Ma­gus (Acts 8:20), the do­mini­cal com­mand “freely you have re­ceived, freely give” (Matt. 10:8), Christ’s de­nun­ci­a­tion of the mer­chants in the tem­ple (John 2:16), Isa­iah’s call to come and buy with­out money (Isa. 55:1), and the apoc­a­lyp­tic prom­ise of the wa­ter of life freely given (Rev. 21:6).1
This chap­ter takes up the pas­sages the me­dieval tra­di­tion most of­ten em­ployed in the ser­vice of the doc­trine of si­mony, tak­ing each in turn be­fore weigh­ing them to­gether in the con­clu­sion. While theo­lo­gians ad­um­brated the fig­ure of the si­mo­niac from the nar­ra­tive pas­sages cov­ered in Chap­ter 10, we will here ad­dress those scrip­tural texts which more di­rectly sup­plied the doc­tri­nal grounds on which his trade was con­demned.
Mat­thew 10:8—Freely Give
The most fre­quently ref­er­enced verse on the topic of si­mony is Mat­thew 10:8, cited more of­ten than Acts 8 or 2 Kings 5. In a de­tailed analy­sis of Greg­ory the Great’s cor­pus of hom­i­lies and let­ters, one scholar con­cludes that the fa­mous coiner of the term si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis al­most never ap­pealed to Acts 8 but ap­pealed far more of­ten to Mat­thew 10:8.2
Me­dieval quo­ta­tions dem­on­strat­ing the im­por­tance of this verse to the topic of si­mony could be mul­ti­plied ad nau­seam, and many have al­ready been pro­vided, but per­haps here it will suf­fice to in­clude the words of the Glossa or­di­na­ria, which says that in this verse, Christ “con­demns the per­fidy of the si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy.”3 Through­out the school­men, not only was the do­mini­cal com­mand the chief text on si­mony, but ad­mo­ni­tion against si­mony was per­haps the chief ap­pli­ca­tion of the do­mini­cal com­mand.
This pat­tern con­tin­ued into the early years of the Ref­or­ma­tion, though with less con­sis­tency. Lu­ther opened his an­no­ta­tions on Mat­thew 10:8 by nam­ing si­mony among the vices the verse for­bids, and went on to urge, “let us gladly and freely serve him and teach the peo­ple.”4 While he did not men­tion si­mony by name, Cal­vin made sim­i­lar com­ments, ar­gu­ing that “no one will be a sin­cere min­is­ter of his word and a dis­penser of grace un­less he is pre­pared to be­stow his la­bor freely,” and add­ing im­me­di­ately that “all mer­ce­nar­ies un­wor­thily cor­rupt and pro­fane the sa­cred of­fice of teach­ing.”5
The chil­dren of the Eng­lish Ref­or­ma­tion of­ten de­nied ei­ther that this verse was to be taken as an im­per­a­tive to more than the first apos­tles or that it re­garded more than the work­ing of mir­a­cles.6 This sen­ti­ment is of­ten ex­pressed in their con­ten­tions with An­a­bap­tists, Quak­ers, and oth­ers who would use this pas­sage to con­demn min­is­te­rial sal­aries.7
How­ever, they did not ab­so­lutely deny its con­tem­po­rary ap­pli­ca­tion and em­ployed it rou­tinely when di­rectly ad­dress­ing si­mony. For ex­am­ple, Ralph Cud­worth as­serted that the com­mand to freely give in Mat­thew 10:8 is es­pe­cially to be un­der­stood of the work­ing of mir­a­cles, but in that very same dis­course, ar­gued that the word of God should not be put to sale be­cause “that which God hath given freely, ought not to be sold basely.”8 He like­wise con­nected the ac­tiv­ity to si­mony, ap­peal­ing to Pe­ter’s con­dem­na­tion of Si­mon Ma­gus.9
A few di­rectly op­posed the lim­its. The Anat­o­mist wrote, “I shall not say with some, that these words of our Sav­iour do re­late, not to the preach­ing of the gospel, but to those gifts of work­ing mir­a­cles […] nor that these words were in­tended only for the apos­tles, and not for the or­di­nary min­is­ters of the Church.”10 In pro­vid­ing rules of in­ter­pre­ta­tion, Jer­emy Tay­lor rea­soned from the maxim of Mat­thew 10:8 to ex­plain why it would ap­ply uni­ver­sally, to min­is­ters of any era:
Thus it was also in the first mis­sion of the dis­ci­ples (above spo­ken of) in which the body of pre­cepts was tem­po­rary and rel­a­tive; but yet when our Blessed Lord had in­serted that clause [freely ye have re­ceived, freely give] we are not to con­clude it to be tem­po­rary and only re­lat­ing to that mis­sion, be­cause it is placed in a body of rel­a­tive com­mand­ments: for there is in it some­thing that is spir­i­tual, and of an eter­nal de­cency, rec­ti­tude and pro­por­tion; and we are taught to sep­a­rate this from the other by the re­proof which fell upon Si­mon Ma­gus, by the sep­a­rate na­ture of spir­i­tual things, by the anal­ogy of the Gospel, by the pro­vi­sions which upon other ac­counts are made for the clergy and the whole state ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal, upon the stock of such prop­o­si­tions which pro­vide so fully, that they can­not be tempted by ne­ces­sity to sup­pose God left them to be sup­plied by si­mo­ni­a­cal in­ter­courses.11

So long as things of the Spirit are freely re­ceived, they must be freely given. God has not ceased to give them freely, so the oblig­a­tion has not lapsed with the apos­tles.
John 2:16—The Dove Sell­ers
Many me­dievals ap­plied the nar­ra­tive of the tem­ple cleans­ing to the topic of si­mony, ei­ther ex­plic­itly or by way of al­lu­sion. Of­ten, rather than in­tro­duc­ing their own state­ments on the mat­ter, they would quote pa­tris­tic theo­lo­gians to the same ef­fect. These ref­er­ences go back par­tic­u­larly far, in­clud­ing com­ments from fig­ures such as Ori­gen12 and Am­brose.13 With some re­cur­rence, the me­dievals would quote Au­gus­tine on the mat­ter: “the dove is not for sale.”14 But most fre­quently they bol­stered this point by ref­er­enc­ing the in­ter­pre­ta­tion of Greg­ory the Great:
We know in­deed from the Gospel what our Re­deemer did by his own act: that he en­tered the tem­ple and over­turned the chairs of those sell­ing doves [Matt. 21:12]. For to sell doves is to re­ceive a tem­po­ral ad­van­tage from the Holy Spirit, whom Al­mighty God, con­sub­stan­tial with him­self, be­stows upon men through the im­po­si­tion of hands. And from that evil, as I said above, it is al­ready in­di­cated what fol­lows: that the chairs of those who pre­sumed to sell doves in the tem­ple of God fell by the judg­ment of God. And this er­ror, clearly, spreads with in­crease among those un­der them. For the man who is brought to sa­cred honor is him­self, too, al­ready tainted at the very root of his pro­mo­tion, and is the read­ier to sell to oth­ers what he bought. And where is that which is writ­ten: “Freely you have re­ceived, freely give” [Matt. 10:8]? And since the si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy was the first to arise against the holy Church, why is it not weighed, why is it not seen, that the man who or­dains an­other for a price, by pro­mot­ing him, brings it about that he be­comes a her­e­tic?15

Gra­tian in­cluded this pas­sage in his De­cre­tum,16 along with many oth­ers to the same ef­fect.17 Later me­dieval writ­ers, such as Wyc­liffe and Hus, also fol­lowed Greg­ory on this point.18
In these read­ings from Am­brose on, the doves rep­re­sent the Holy Spirit on ac­count of his ap­pear­ance at Christ’s bap­tism,19 and the sell­ers of doves are those who trade in spir­i­tual things for tem­po­ral gain. The chairs or seats (cathe­dra) rep­re­sent the tem­po­ral hon­ors that si­mo­ni­acs re­ceive as the price of their trade. Christ over­turn­ing them (Matt. 21:12; Mark 11:15) rep­re­sents their cer­tain judg­ment. The Glossa or­di­na­ria con­sol­i­dated these points in its com­ments on Mat­thew 21:12.20
Mod­ern read­ers com­mit­ted to the sin­gu­lar sense of Scrip­ture—as af­firmed in the West­min­ster and Sec­ond Lon­don Bap­tist con­fes­sions21—may find these pa­tris­tic read­ings dif­fi­cult to ac­cept. To some, the iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of the doves with the Holy Spirit and the chairs with tem­po­ral hon­ors may re­sem­ble the kind of al­le­gor­i­cal ex­e­ge­sis that the Re­form­ers sought to re­strain. How­ever, Wil­liam Whit­a­ker—him­self a critic of the four­fold sense (qua­driga)—dis­tin­guished: “These things we do not wholly re­ject: we con­cede such things as al­le­gory, an­a­goge, and tro­pol­ogy in scrip­ture; but mean­while we deny that there are many and var­i­ous senses. We af­firm that there is but one true, proper and gen­u­ine sense of scrip­ture, aris­ing from the words rightly un­der­stood, which we call the lit­eral; and we con­tend that al­le­go­ries, tro­po­lo­gies, and an­a­goges are not var­i­ous senses, but var­i­ous col­lec­tions from one sense, or var­i­ous ap­pli­ca­tions and ac­com­mo­da­tions of that one mean­ing.”22
The ap­pli­ca­tion of Christ’s tem­ple cleans­ing to the prob­lem of si­mony need not be taken as a sec­ond “sense” of the text to be dis­missed out of hand. It is bet­ter read as a le­git­i­mate ac­com­mo­da­tion of the one lit­eral sense: Christ drove out those who pro­faned the tem­ple with com­merce, and si­mo­ni­acs pro­fane the church in an anal­o­gous way. The fa­thers and me­dievals af­ter them did not mys­ti­cally read mean­ings into the text so much as un­fold the en­tail­ments of Christ’s zeal for the tem­ple, es­pe­cially as in­formed by im­ages in­vested with sig­nif­i­cance else­where in Scrip­ture.23
In­deed, Prot­es­tant and Pu­ri­tan au­thors would con­tinue ap­ply­ing the tem­ple cleans­ing to si­mony. John Trapp, gloss­ing Zech­a­riah 14:21 (“there shall be no more the Canaan­ite”), noted that the Vul­gate ren­dered the word “mer­chant,” which he iden­ti­fied as “the si­mo­niac, the church-chop­per, such money-mer­chants as Christ whipped out of the tem­ple.”24 Chris­to­pher Ness, in a four-vol­ume work given to the in­ter­pre­ta­tion of types, wrote, “So this sor­cerer, un­sound Si­mon, hath given the ex­e­crable name to that abom­i­na­ble sin of si­mony, where­with both the laws of God and men do brand all those that bar­ter for spir­i­tual ben­e­fices. N.B.25 This sin is for­bid, Lev. 25:34. The Le­vites’ por­tion and pat­ri­mony was not to be sold, etc. The sell­ers of doves (in which form the Spirit de­scended, Matt. 3:16) our Lord did whip out of his tem­ple twice.”26 Else­where, Ness de­scribed him­self as “ab­hor­ring to de­stroy the lit­eral sense of the Holy Scrip­tures by wan­ton al­le­go­ries, as some have done, from the frothy ex­u­ber­ances of their own ad­dle brains.”27 Even those grounded in the lit­eral sense of Scrip­ture could ac­knowl­edge the ap­pli­ca­tion of the text to the sin of si­mony.
1 Co­rin­thi­ans 4:1—Stew­ards of the Mys­ter­ies of God
In any le­git­i­mate com­mer­cial trans­ac­tion, the owner of a thing must au­tho­rize the sale. In the case of spir­i­tual things, men are not own­ers, but min­is­ters. That is, they are stew­ards who are bound by the di­rec­tives of God, the di­vine pro­pri­etor of all grace.28
Most com­monly in ar­gu­ing this point, the school­men cited 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 4:1 (“Let a man so ac­count us as min­is­ters of Christ and stew­ards of the mys­ter­ies of God”).29 This apos­tolic self-de­scrip­tion un­der­mines any claim of own­er­ship or au­thor­ity that would per­mit com­merce in spir­i­tual things. As “mys­ter­ies,” they are mat­ters that have been re­vealed by God and are freely given.
Pe­ter Pa­lu­danus put the ar­gu­ment in syl­lo­gis­tic form. Ma­jor prem­ise: A sale is il­licit when the seller is not the owner but only a min­is­ter au­tho­rized to dis­pense a thing. Mi­nor prem­ise: A prel­ate is not the owner of spir­i­tual things but only a min­is­ter ap­pointed to dis­pense them. There­fore, his sales are il­licit. In sup­port of the mi­nor prem­ise, he cited 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 4:1, 1 Pe­ter 4:10, and Mat­thew 10:8.30
As the owner of his store­house of gifts and graces, God has made it clear how his min­is­ters must stew­ard them. They must be used to serve oth­ers (1 Pet. 4:10), and they must be given freely (Matt. 10:8). The sale of spir­i­tual things is there­fore for­bid­den.  
Ro­mans 11:6—Grace­less Grace
The very word “grace” (gra­tia) de­notes what is freely given. To at­tach a price to grace is not merely to mis­use it but to nul­lify it, for a grace that is pur­chased ceases to be grace at all. The si­mo­ni­a­cal ex­change is there­fore in­co­her­ent as well as im­moral: it re­quires that one and the same thing be gra­tu­itous and non-gra­tu­itous at once. As Ro­mans 11:6 (“if it is by grace, it is no longer by works; oth­er­wise grace is no longer grace”) con­firms, grace that is given on the ba­sis of some ex­change is no longer grace.31
Pa­lu­danus again de­vel­oped the point in a syl­lo­gism. Ma­jor prem­ise: A con­tract is il­licit in which the na­ture of the thing is re­pug­nant to the na­ture of the con­tract. Mi­nor prem­ise: This is the case in the sale or pur­chase of a spir­i­tual thing be­cause they are an ac­ces­sory to grace whose na­ture is to be freely given. There­fore, a con­tract in spir­i­tual thing is il­licit as it is re­pug­nant to buy­ing and sell­ing.32 Re­pug­nance here de­scribes con­tra­dic­tory na­tures. Grace is re­pug­nant to ex­change be­cause it ceases to be grace upon ex­change.
What then is ex­changed in a si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tion? Gra­tian opened the ques­tion with a canon he as­cribed to Leo the Great: what the si­mo­niac has to give is not the Spirit of truth but the spirit of lies.33 The si­mo­niac there­fore does more than take an un­just price; he pro­mul­gates de­cep­tion. In the case of or­di­na­tions, he prom­ises the Spirit of truth but gives the spirit of lies. In any case, he os­ten­si­bly of­fers grace but can only give a sem­blance.
Mi­cah 3:11—The Ex­am­ple of the Proph­ets
In re­ject­ing si­mony, the school­men ap­pealed to the ex­am­ple set by the proph­ets. Be­fore a con­sid­er­a­tion of par­tic­u­lar proph­ets, they usu­ally an­tic­i­pated the ob­jec­tion that the proph­ets did charge, giv­ing the ex­am­ples of pay­ments pre­pared by Saul and the wife of Jer­oboam. Their an­swer be­gan from Mi­cah 3:11 (“her priests teach for a price, and her proph­ets di­vine for money”).34
Part of the rea­son for this struc­ture is that the tra­di­tion fre­quently—ei­ther ex­plic­itly or im­plic­itly—refers back to Je­rome’s com­men­tary on Mi­cah 3:9–12 to han­dle the cases of the dis­tinct proph­ets. His ex­po­si­tion touches a num­ber of pas­sages rel­e­vant to our study, but we will limit our­selves to those com­ments most fre­quently re­cited by later theo­lo­gians.
And let it not dis­turb any­one, that which we read in the first book of Kings, that Saul, wish­ing to go to Sam­uel, said to his ser­vant that he could not go to him be­cause he did not have a price to of­fer for the proph­ecy, and the ser­vant an­swered: “Be­hold, there is found in my hand a fourth part of a shekel of money, and I will give it to the man of God, and he will de­clare to us our way” [1 Sam. 9:8]. For it is not writ­ten that Sam­uel ac­cepted it, or that they of­fered it: but rather they are fed by the prophet, and in­vited to a meal. But sup­pose he did ac­cept it; what he took is to be reck­oned alms for the taber­na­cle rather than a fee for proph­ecy. For a shekel has twenty obols, and a fourth part of a shekel is five obols. And there­fore, if our priests wish to sell proph­ecy, and set forth doves on their chairs—the doves the Lord over­turned with a whip [John 2]—let them ac­cept five obols, not the prices of es­tates. This same thing ap­plies also in the third book of Kings, that the wife of Jer­oboam, her son be­ing sick, pro­ceeds to Ahi­jah the man of God, bring­ing him loaves and rai­sins, and a small ves­sel of honey [1 Kings 14:3]. For it is said what she car­ried with her, and yet the prophet is not writ­ten to have ac­cepted it: in­deed, since he both re­buked her and pre­dicted the com­ing mourn­ing. Granted, those who had been ac­cus­tomed to go to sooth­say­ers (since there were many di­vin­ers and sooth­say­ers in Is­rael) may by a bad habit have sup­posed the same of the proph­ets too, and may have wished to of­fer holy men what they were ac­cus­tomed to of­fer di­vin­ers; and granted that Scrip­ture merely re­ports what they in­tended. Even so, it does not say that they dared to of­fer it, or that the proph­ets ac­cepted it.35

On Je­rome’s read­ing, Scrip­ture no­where rec­ords a prophet ac­cept­ing pay­ment; it merely nar­rates what sup­pli­cants in­tended to bring, not that they of­fered it or that the proph­ets re­ceived it. Even if Sam­uel had taken what was of­fered, he would only have done so as re­ceiv­ing alms for the taber­na­cle rather than as a fee for proph­ecy. Sub­se­quent writ­ers on si­mony over­whelm­ingly adopted this line of rea­son­ing, treat­ing Je­rome’s ar­gu­ment—and au­thor­ity—as de­ci­sive.36
Few ex­panded on this analy­sis, but Gi­ro­lamo Zan­chi, hav­ing cited Je­rome and fol­lowed him closely, went on to an­swer a fur­ther ob­jec­tion that Saul and oth­ers brought gifts to the proph­ets be­cause they knew that they were ap­proach­ing God and must bring some show of grat­i­tude. Yet, we see that other proph­ets re­fused gifts and some­times ac­cepted them, as with Eli­sha to­ward Naa­man and the Shu­nam­mite woman. These are dis­tin­guished be­cause in one he rec­og­nized a sale and for the other he rec­og­nized that there was no sale, but a de­sire to meet his needs. “Thus it re­mains firm: to give and ac­cept gifts for the gifts of the Holy Spirit and for spir­i­tual things, as a wage for such spir­i­tual things or for profit, is mere Si­mony, and it per­tains to the ir­rev­er­ence, con­tempt, and over­throw of di­vine wor­ship.”37 
Prov­erbs 23:23—Sell Not Wis­dom
Eng­lish trans­la­tions of Sol­o­mon’s verse ren­der it as a paired im­per­a­tive: “Buy the truth, and sell it not; also wis­dom, and in­struc­tion, and un­der­stand­ing” (Prov. 23:23). The Vul­gate keeps both im­per­a­tives but at­taches the no­tion of sale di­rectly to wis­dom and its com­pan­ions: “Buy truth, and do not sell wis­dom, and in­struc­tion, and un­der­stand­ing” (ver­i­tatem eme, et noli ven­dere sa­pi­en­tiam, et doc­tri­nam, et in­tel­li­gen­tiam). Mod­ern read­ers typ­i­cally take the verse as a warn­ing against part­ing with wis­dom once ac­quired, but the me­dieval tra­di­tion, read­ing the Vul­gate, more of­ten heard in it a pro­hi­bi­tion on charg­ing for wis­dom in the first place.38
Some, like Wil­liam of Aux­erre, ex­tended the pro­hi­bi­tion to knowl­edge of every kind, the lib­eral arts in­cluded: to buy or sell any sci­ence what­so­ever is si­mo­ni­a­cal, the grav­ity of this sin be­ing pro­por­tional to the no­bil­ity of the dis­ci­pline.39 Oth­ers felt the force of the verse keenly enough to de­fend the prac­tice of the schools on a care­ful dis­tinc­tion: mas­ters did not sell wis­dom it­self, but only the la­bor of teach­ing it, which could be re­mu­ner­ated like any other work.40 Oth­ers were more ex­plicit in nar­row­ing the verse’s ap­pli­ca­tion, con­clud­ing from it a pro­hi­bi­tion specif­i­cally on charg­ing for theo­log­i­cal or moral in­struc­tion, where the sub­ject mat­ter is most plainly spir­i­tual.41
Even apart from this more ex­treme read­ing, the prin­ci­ple that what is per­mis­si­ble to buy is per­mis­si­ble to sell re­quired that the first clause of the verse (“buy truth”) be un­der­stood co­or­di­nately. Since Prov­erbs 17:16 says that the fool can­not buy wis­dom though he has riches, the pur­chase can­not be made with money; it is a “spir­i­tual pur­chase,” and its price is the seek­ing, since wis­dom of­fers it­self to who­ever will have it.42 Wis­dom is only to be bought with wis­dom, and the fool can­not buy it “be­cause he does not have it.”43 
Con­clu­sion
Be­neath the va­ri­ety of pas­sages sur­veyed here, two con­cerns re­cur. The first is the gra­tu­ity of grace; what God gives with­out price can­not be re­ceived, held, or trans­ferred on any other terms. The sec­ond is the lim­ited au­thor­ity of the min­is­ter; he han­dles what is not his to sell.
The mod­ern reader will find these ar­gu­ments un­even in their force. The do­mini­cal com­mand of Mat­thew 10:8 and the stew­ard­ship lan­guage of 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 4:1 carry their weight on the sur­face of the text, and the def­i­ni­tional ar­gu­ment from Ro­mans 11:6—that pur­chased grace ceases to be grace—asks noth­ing of the reader be­yond the mean­ing of the word. The ap­pli­ca­tion of the tem­ple cleans­ing re­quires more of the reader to con­sider the Holy Spirit’s pur­pose in in­spir­ing the par­tic­u­lar im­ages re­corded. Je­rome’s ob­ser­va­tions about the proph­ets rely on the di­dac­tic un­der­cur­rent of Mi­cah 3:11, but also a pointed omis­sion in the text: the gifts brought to Sam­uel and to Ahi­jah are re­corded where their ac­cep­tance is not. The ar­gu­ment from Prov­erbs 23:23 rests on a lit­eral un­der­stand­ing of “sell,” on a fig­u­ra­tive un­der­stand­ing of “buy” in the same verse, and in part, on the Vul­gate’s par­tic­u­lar word­ing.
Re­gard­less of the force of any sin­gle text, the cu­mu­la­tive case rep­re­sented by the tra­di­tion is sub­stan­tial. Read to­gether, these pas­sages tes­tify that spir­i­tual things are not for sale.
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The Censure of Simony


Chapter 12
Sin and Repentance
Hav­ing de­fined si­mony and sur­veyed its many forms, we will now con­sider its moral weight and con­se­quences. Theo­lo­gians have ranked si­mony among the grav­est of sins. The ques­tion of re­pen­tance is cor­re­spond­ingly se­vere. What must the si­mo­niac do, and what may he hope for?
Grav­ity and Ef­fects
Through­out the rel­e­vant lit­er­a­ture, si­mony ranks among the grav­est of all sins, both in its ag­gra­va­tions and ef­fects. While not all theo­lo­gians agreed, many spoke of si­mony sim­ply as the great­est of all sins. Be­yond the com­mon ob­ser­va­tion that Si­mon is the first of all her­e­tics, the canon­i­cal lo­cus clas­si­cus for this claim stands in the Liber ex­tra: “in com­par­i­son, other crimes are reck­oned as prac­ti­cally noth­ing”;1 it is “a plague that sur­passes other dis­eases in its mag­ni­tude.”2 This of­ten serves as the stan­dard point of de­par­ture for later treat­ments. For ex­am­ple, Wil­liam Per­al­dus be­gan with the above state­ment in pre­sent­ing eight things that make si­mony de­test­able and twelve in­sults that si­mony in­flicts upon God.3
Other au­thors like­wise de­vel­oped ex­ten­sive cat­a­logs of the ways in which si­mony is uniquely griev­ous. In ad­dress­ing si­mony, Wil­liam of Saint-Amour cat­a­loged five harm­ful ef­fects on the preacher who sells the word of God: es­sen­tially, he blinds him­self with the gifts he takes and makes him­self a slave to those who pay him.4 On sim­i­lar grounds, si­mony has been as­so­ci­ated with var­i­ous judg­ments. Henry III de­clared it man­i­fest that be­cause of si­mony, fam­ine, pes­ti­lence, and sword had come upon the sons of men.5
Many re­corded ex­e­cra­tions of its ef­fect on the church at large. Wyc­liffe put it sharply: “Si­mony, there­fore, is the cause why a great part of what is called the Church lies scat­tered and dead.”6 Henry Bur­ton de­voted an en­tire chap­ter to “the mis­er­able fruits and ef­fects of si­mony,” be­gin­ning with these words: “The ef­fects and fruits of si­mony are no less mis­er­able, than the cen­sures are griev­ous, and the pun­ish­ments thereof in­tol­er­a­ble. For as Si­mon is the fa­ther of all si­mo­nists, so si­mony is the mother of all mis­chiefs in the church.”7 These writ­ers traced the church’s dis­or­ders back to av­a­rice in holy things.
A Two-Ta­ble Of­fense
Oc­ca­sion­ally, theo­lo­gians have asked whether si­mony is a first ta­ble or sec­ond ta­ble of­fense. That is, is it a wrong com­mit­ted against God or man? Gen­er­ally, it is con­cluded that si­mony is a sin against both ta­bles. Wil­liam Ames cap­tured both di­men­sions to­gether, con­demn­ing the ex­change of “a holy and spir­i­tual [thing] for a tem­po­ral.”8 First, holy things are pol­luted by worldly tem­po­ral con­tracts, since “it is against the re­li­gion and rev­er­ence which is due to holy things.”9 Sec­ond, ac­cord­ing to Mat­thew 10:8, “it is in­jus­tice to sell those things which are to be be­stowed on free cost.”10 Si­mony trans­gresses both re­li­gion (first ta­ble) and jus­tice (sec­ond ta­ble).
Two ar­gu­ments will dem­on­strate this: Aqui­nas on the first ta­ble and Alex­an­der of Hales on the sec­ond. As with most dis­cus­sions of the mat­ter, these two ad­dress the two-ta­ble na­ture of si­mony in con­sid­er­a­tions of the eighth com­mand­ment (“you shall not steal”),11 where si­mony is typ­i­cally cat­e­go­rized along with usury.12
The First Ta­ble
If si­mony is treated un­der the com­mand not to steal, this raises the ques­tion of how it could be re­garded as mat­ter per­tain­ing to the first ta­ble of the law. Aqui­nas re­marked on this in his Quod­li­bet where he han­dled the ques­tion of whether of­fenses against the first ta­ble are greater than of­fenses against the sec­ond ta­ble. In par­tic­u­lar, he re­sponded to the ob­jec­tion that the sec­ond ta­ble is greater than the first be­cause si­mony is the great­est of­fense and, as a spe­cies of av­a­rice, is a sec­ond ta­ble of­fense.
This hy­poth­e­sis fails, Aqui­nas con­tended, be­cause si­mony is not ex­clu­sively a vi­o­la­tion of the sec­ond ta­ble. The man who com­mits it “be­haves ir­rev­er­ently to­ward sa­cred things, in which he touches upon the sins which are against the pre­cepts of the first ta­ble.”13 While si­mony was of­ten re­garded as the great­est sin, Aqui­nas de­nied that it may be re­garded so in any ab­so­lute sense. How­ever, he pointed out that the rea­son it is con­sid­ered so great is pre­cisely be­cause of its con­nec­tion to the first ta­ble, be­ing a pro­fan­ing of holy things. 
The Sec­ond Ta­ble
Con­versely, Alex­an­der of Hales re­sponded to the op­po­site no­tion, that si­mony is only a first ta­ble vi­o­la­tion.14 He pro­ceeded as Aqui­nas, fram­ing the ob­jec­tion as a false di­chot­omy that ac­knowl­edges one of­fense with­out the other. When it comes to sell­ing or buy­ing a price­less, di­vine thing “an in­jury is com­mit­ted against God and it is a sin against the wor­ship of God and against the first pre­cept of the first ta­ble.”15 But when it comes to re­ceiv­ing tem­po­ral things, which can­not be justly pos­sessed by the re­cip­i­ent, “one sins against this [the eighth] com­mand­ment.”16
Alex­an­der dis­tin­guished be­tween the ex­change (“sell­ing or buy­ing”) of the spir­i­tual thing and the ex­change (“re­ceiv­ing”) of the ma­te­rial thing. The first is a first ta­ble of­fense, since God has ex­clu­sive own­er­ship over di­vine things. How­ever, in the case of the ma­te­rial thing, one has wrongly re­ceived some­thing that some­one else should in­stead have. This con­sti­tutes a sec­ond ta­ble of­fense.
Alex­an­der grounded this as­ser­tion of an un­just de­pri­va­tion in Au­gus­tine’s maxim that “every­thing that is wrong­fully pos­sessed is an­other’s.”17 He con­tin­ued from there to make the di­rect con­nec­tion to the sin of theft: “that is, it is to be reck­oned as an­other’s prop­erty. And in this way, in this re­spect, si­mony is theft, inas­much as it is drawn to the spe­cial name of sac­ri­lege.”18 One may ask who has been sto­len from, given that the pur­chaser will­ingly parts with his money. But Au­gus­tine spoke of a more gen­eral wrong be­ing done to the faith­ful, to whom be­long all things. While this idea is present in other pas­sages (Prov. 13:22; Ec­cles. 2:26; 1 Cor. 3:21), he re­marked on a Sep­tu­ag­in­tal ad­di­tion to Prov­erbs 17:6, “To the faith­ful is the whole world of riches; but to the faith­less not even a penny.”19 In other words, if both par­ties are wrong, then the money still counts as be­ing “sto­len,” be­long­ing to the faith­ful.
Si­mony is a first ta­ble of­fense be­cause it trans­gresses God’s stat­utes re­gard­ing wor­ship and spir­i­tual things. It is a sec­ond ta­ble of­fense be­cause it dis­en­fran­chises the godly. 
As­so­ci­ated Cor­rup­tions
While si­mony is as­so­ci­ated with a con­stel­la­tion of other cor­rup­tions,20 two in par­tic­u­lar are worth ex­am­in­ing. The first is a di­rect con­se­quence as sin begets sin: the com­mer­cial­iza­tion of the min­is­try cor­rupts the word it­self, whether by nat­ural in­cen­tive or by di­vine judg­ment. The sec­ond is sodomy, an anal­o­gous cor­rup­tion of na­ture for si­mony’s cor­rup­tion of grace.
False Doc­trine
Among the cor­rup­tions at­tend­ing si­mony, its con­nec­tion to false doc­trine is the most pro­nounced con­se­quence. When the min­is­try of the word is mo­ti­vated by money, the word it­self is cor­rupted. Theo­lo­gians have iden­ti­fied two as­pects of this phe­nom­e­non, the nat­ural and the su­per­nat­ural. On one hand, cor­rup­tion flows from hu­man in­cen­tives, and on the other hand, on ac­count of si­mo­ni­a­cal deal­ings, God him­self takes away truth and per­mits it to be re­placed by er­ror.
The as­so­ci­a­tion is an­cient. In the sec­ond cen­tury, Ire­naeus de­clared broadly that “all who in any way adul­ter­ate the truth, and do harm to the preach­ing of the Church, are dis­ci­ples and suc­ces­sors of Si­mon the Samar­i­tan ma­gi­cian.”21 While Ire­naeus was not here speak­ing ex­plic­itly of sell­ing the word, his ob­ser­va­tion es­tab­lishes a pat­tern: the spirit of Si­mon stands be­hind every cor­rup­tion of Chris­tian proc­la­ma­tion.
The Shep­herd of Her­mas (ca. 100–160) pro­vides a nat­ural ex­pla­na­tion for why the paid prophet cor­rupts his mes­sage. Her­mas con­tended that one who re­quires pay­ment to proph­esy at­taches to the empty peo­ple, “speak­ing emp­tily, ac­cord­ing to their de­sires; for he an­swers the empty with empty things.”22 The prophet for hire grav­i­tates to­ward those will­ing to pay, who are them­selves empty ves­sels. Hav­ing no sub­stance of their own, they read­ily re­ceive what­ever the prophet sup­plies be­cause such a prophet sup­plies what­ever his au­di­ence de­sires to hear. An empty ves­sel might oth­er­wise be bro­ken, but, put with other empty ves­sels, it finds it­self in agree­ment with them.23 The prophet re­quir­ing pay­ment nec­es­sar­ily fol­lows money rather than truth.
Je­rome of­fered a more strik­ing ex­pla­na­tion that op­er­ates on a su­per­nat­ural plane. Com­ment­ing on the mer­ce­nary proph­ets of Mi­cah 3:11, he wrote, “But the Proph­ets of Je­ru­salem also used to di­vine for money, not know­ing that proph­ecy is one thing and div­i­na­tion is an­other; for never in the Scrip­tures is ‘div­i­na­tion’ taken in a good sense. ‘There shall be no au­gury in Ja­cob,’ it says, ‘nor div­i­na­tion in Is­rael’ [Num. 23:23]. In­deed, they seemed to them­selves to be Proph­ets, but be­cause they were re­ceiv­ing money, their proph­ecy be­came div­i­na­tion.”24 Je­rome made this re­mark im­me­di­ately be­fore liken­ing proph­esy­ing for money to the of­fer of Si­mon Ma­gus. The im­pli­ca­tion is not merely that mer­ce­nary preach­ers tend to­ward false­hood through nat­ural in­cen­tive, but that the pro­phetic char­ac­ter of their ut­ter­ance is ex­changed for div­i­na­tion through di­vine judg­ment.
We have al­ready re­marked on how fre­quently later au­thors ref­er­enced Je­rome on this pas­sage.25 Later writ­ers re­peated the same thoughts. In the very same pas­sage where Wil­liam of Saint-Amour quoted Je­rome to this ef­fect, he gave the com­ple­men­tary nat­ural ex­pla­na­tion. Preach­ers may not re­ceive large gifts “lest by this they bur­den their lis­ten­ers; or lest the Gospel be­come hate­ful; or lest the preach­ers them­selves lose the free­dom of re­buk­ing.”26 Gifts func­tion as bribes. The preacher who ac­cepts them be­comes ob­lig­ated to his ben­e­fac­tor and can no longer re­buke freely. Here the ex­pla­na­tion turns back from the su­per­nat­ural to the nat­ural: the word is cor­rupted by hu­man con­straint; the preacher says what his pa­tron wishes to hear rather than what God has given him to say.27
Eng­lish di­vines rec­og­nized the same con­nec­tion. Henry Bur­ton de­scribed si­mony and sac­ri­lege as hav­ing dif­fer­ent im­me­di­ate ef­fects but work­ing to­gether to one ul­ti­mate ruin: “both to­gether cause proph­esy­ings to fail, the peo­ple to per­ish, and idol­a­try to spread it­self.”28 To sell the word cor­rupts it as much as fail­ing to fund it takes it away.
Si­mony turns min­is­ters into mer­chants (a nat­ural cor­rup­tion) and causes proph­ecy to fail (a su­per­nat­ural one). As Je­rome ob­served cen­turies ear­lier, the mer­ce­nary prophet’s word ceases to be proph­ecy at all. 
Sodomy
In Chap­ter 10, we dis­cussed the as­so­ci­a­tion of si­mony with lep­rosy.29 Me­dieval lit­er­a­ture links si­mony to sodomy as well. This as­so­ci­a­tion is less prev­a­lent than that of lep­rosy, but it still con­sti­tutes a rec­og­niz­able strand of the tra­di­tion.
Con­sider the Sum­moner and the Par­doner of Chau­cer’s Can­ter­bury Tales. They are both si­mo­ni­acs. Though it is his duty to call pa­rish­ion­ers to ap­pear be­fore the arch­dea­con’s court, the Sum­moner turns a blind eye for a fee: for a quart of wine he lets a man keep his con­cu­bine for a year.30 The Par­doner sells in­dul­gences brought from Rome and a bag of feigned rel­ics, ac­cru­ing more wealth in a day than a poor par­son earns in two months.31 Both pos­sess fea­tures that re­in­force the pic­ture of their spir­i­tual cor­rup­tion. Chau­cer de­scribed the Sum­moner as lep­rous, with a dis­gust­ing vis­age, red and pu­ru­lent;32 the Par­doner’s ef­fem­i­nate be­hav­ior and re­la­tion­ship with the Sum­moner are sug­ges­tive of sodomy. The Par­doner is a beard­less man with a high-pitched voice who sings a love song while the Sum­moner car­ries the bass; the nar­ra­tor de­clines to say whether he is “a geld­ing [cas­trated horse] or a mare.”33 Chau­cer chose marks that al­ready car­ried this sense: the Sum­moner’s lep­rosy man­i­fests his si­mony,34 and the Par­doner’s sug­gested sodomy does the same.35
One scholar wrote, “Not merely does an anal­ogy ex­ist be­tween si­mony and lep­rosy, be­tween si­mony and sodomy, but an iden­ti­fi­ca­tion. The si­mo­niac is a leper; the si­mo­niac is a sod­om­ist.”36 Per­al­dus ex­plained the rea­son for this as­so­ci­a­tion:
The sec­ond thing that makes si­mony de­test­able is that it is a spir­i­tual sodomy. Just as in bod­ily sodomy he who is the work of na­ture acts against na­ture, so in si­mony he who is the work of grace acts against grace, be­cause he has been re­deemed by grace. And just as on the day of judg­ment the sodom­ite will be struck speech­less ac­cord­ing to the mean­ing of his name,37 be­cause he was an en­emy of na­ture, which had made him—for as far as in him lies, the sodom­ite de­stroys the hu­man race—so the si­mo­niac will be struck speech­less, who was an en­emy of the grace by which he had been re­deemed. And just as un­der the nat­ural law sodomy is judged ei­ther the great­est sin or one of the great­est, be­cause it is against na­ture, so in the time of grace, un­der the evan­gel­i­cal law, si­mony is judged the great­est sin, be­cause it is prop­erly con­trary to grace. For prop­erly it acts against that word of Matt. 10: “Freely you have re­ceived, freely give.” Whence si­mo­ni­acs are rightly sig­ni­fied by the Sodom­ites who wanted to break down the doors of Lot, of whom it is said in Gen. 19: “And they were now on the point of break­ing down the doors of Lot,” etc.38

Wyc­liffe af­firmed this judg­ment, add­ing this sim­ple ex­pla­na­tion: “For just as in bod­ily sodomy seed is lost against na­ture, the seed from which an in­di­vid­ual of the hu­man race would be formed, so in that [spir­i­tual] sodomy the seed of the word of God is cast away, through which a spir­i­tual gen­er­a­tion in Christ Je­sus would be cre­ated.”39 The seed of the word of God is to be given freely, but the si­mo­niac min­is­ters fruit­lessly.
Re­pen­tance
James Met­ford sum­ma­rized the canon­i­cal and ca­su­is­ti­cal po­si­tion con­cisely: “you are bound in con­science to re­sign what­ever is so got­ten, and to make res­ti­tu­tion of what prof­its you have re­ceived.”40 These oblig­a­tions are treated at length by the school­men.41
While the doc­trine of si­mony en­com­passed the sale and pur­chase of all kinds of spir­i­tual things, the bulk of the me­dieval ma­te­rial avail­able on re­pen­tance from si­mony con­sists of le­gal code reg­u­lat­ing or­ders and ben­e­fices. There­fore, we will be­gin by out­lin­ing the cat­e­gories of si­mo­ni­a­cal or­di­na­tions be­fore cov­er­ing as­so­ci­ated mat­ters.
Cat­e­gories of Si­mo­ni­a­cal Or­di­na­tions
In canon law and the writ­ings of the ju­rists, the ques­tion that re­curs most is the mat­ter of or­di­na­tions, ei­ther ones that oc­cur si­mo­ni­a­cally through a pur­chase or those that are ad­min­is­tered by one who is him­self a si­mo­niac. Within these works, such prob­lem­atic or­di­na­tions fall in one of three cat­e­gories. One can be or­dained
	si­mo­ni­a­cally by si­mo­ni­acs,

	si­mo­ni­a­cally by non-si­mo­ni­acs, or

	non-si­mo­ni­a­cally by si­mo­ni­acs.42


The first cat­e­gory is of the most ob­vi­ous sort. The sec­ond oc­curs when one may have his or­di­na­tion ar­ranged by a pur­chase of which the ad­min­is­tra­tor is un­aware. In the fi­nal cat­e­gory, no si­mony is com­mit­ted in the or­di­na­tion, but the or­dainer is later found to be a si­mo­niac on other grounds. Cer­tain writ­ings still la­bel such a man a “si­mo­niac” though he is not guilty of ac­tual si­mony: “it is not the guilt of the crime that makes them si­mo­ni­acs, but the or­di­na­tion by a si­mo­niac.”43 
Res­ti­tu­tion
Those who ob­tained an of­fice by si­mony were to be de­posed from the of­fice and de­prived of the ben­e­fice.44 Nuns who had ob­tained en­try by si­mony were to be ex­pelled from their mon­as­tery “with­out hope of res­to­ra­tion” and thrust into a place of stricter rule “to do per­pet­ual pen­ance”; the same canon ex­tended the rule to monks and other re­li­gious.45
The one non-si­mo­ni­a­cally or­dained by a si­mo­niac may re­main in his of­fice.46 This re­quired a lay­ing on of hands to sig­nify their rec­on­cil­i­a­tion47 and was only granted due to “the ne­ces­sity of the times.”48 None should will­fully be or­dained by one he be­lieves to be a si­mo­niac, but one ig­no­rantly or­dained in such cir­cum­stances may keep his po­si­tion.49
These pen­al­ties ap­ply only to con­ven­tional si­mony. For men­tal si­mony, no res­ti­tu­tion or res­ig­na­tion can be re­quired.50 Sources that state the ex­emp­tion go on to in­sist that the ab­sence of res­ti­tu­tion does not make men­tal si­mony any less sin; one does not clear him­self of trans­gres­sions against God’s law sim­ply by evad­ing the laws of man.51
More­over, Pe­ter’s sen­tence against the seller stands: “your sil­ver per­ish” (Acts 8:20). The one who pur­chased a spir­i­tual thing by si­mony has no right to the re­turn of his money.52 The Pu­ri­tan Wil­liam At­ter­soll echoed many be­fore him when he pre­sented the di­lemma and con­clu­sion: “No res­ti­tu­tion is to be made to the giver, that de­serveth justly to lose what­so­ever he hath given; nei­ther ought the re­ceiver to re­tain it, be­cause he can lay no just claim and ti­tle unto it: so that it ought to be be­stowed upon godly and holy uses.”53 This raises the ques­tion of what those holy uses might be. 
Alms­giv­ing
Alms­giv­ing is no jus­ti­fi­ca­tion for si­mony.54 How­ever, the ques­tion of what may be done with such ill-got­ten (il­lic­ite ac­qui­si­tum) funds is an­other ques­tion. Some per­mit­ted them to be given to the poor, oth­ers ar­gued that they may not.
For ex­am­ple, Bo­na­ven­ture of­fered two cat­e­gories of ill-got­ten wealth:
	Wealth wrongly ex­changed; own­er­ship trans­ferred (e.g., pros­ti­tu­tion) and

	Wealth falsely ex­changed; no own­er­ship trans­ferred (e.g., theft, si­mony, usury).55


In the case of a wrong­ful ex­change, one may give alms, though not as an of­fer­ing. How­ever, in the case of a false ex­change, the trans­fer of own­er­ship is a fic­tion. Just as with theft, the money may not be kept, and no alms can be made of it. There­fore, Bo­na­ven­ture re­quired that the wealth of si­mony be re­stored rather than per­mit­ting it to be given as alms.56
How­ever, Aqui­nas of­fered a third cat­e­gory:
	Wealth un­justly taken (e.g., theft and usury),

	Wealth un­justly taken for some­thing un­justly given (e.g., si­mony), and

	Wealth law­fully ac­quired, but out of an un­law­ful act (e.g., pros­ti­tu­tion).57


For the first cat­e­gory, res­ti­tu­tion must be made. But for the lat­ter cat­e­gories, alms may be given so long as they are not given as an of­fer­ing. As with the wages of a pros­ti­tute (Deut. 23:18), they can­not be given as an of­fer­ing, but they may, and in­deed ought to, be given as alms.58
Aqui­nas and Bo­na­ven­ture are rep­re­sen­ta­tive of the range of po­si­tions within the tra­di­tion. There was agree­ment that a si­mo­niac seller can­not keep the money, but whether it should be re­turned to the buyer or given as alms was not a mat­ter set­tled with cer­tainty. Ul­ti­mately, most con­cluded that it must be given to the church.59 
For­give­ness
Later canon law ex­com­mu­ni­cated the of­fender. The Eng­lish canon­ist John Go­dol­phin sum­ma­rized: “The canon law […] ex­com­mu­ni­cates all si­mo­ni­acs to that de­gree as not to be ab­solved but by the pope him­self, nor by him till at the point of death.”60 The pro­pri­ety of such reg­u­la­tions is gen­er­ally af­firmed by the school­men.61
Of course, proto-Re­form­ers and Prot­es­tants re­jected any frame­work that hinged ab­so­lu­tion on an earthly head of the church. Be­yond the il­le­git­i­macy of the pope’s au­thor­ity, the par­tic­u­lar claim re­gard­ing si­mony is ironic. Among Wyc­liffe’s “er­rors” con­demned at the Coun­cil of Con­stance is the charge that “the pope does not dis­pense from si­mony, nor from a rash vow, since he is him­self the chief si­mo­niac.”62
In­stead, we may in­quire re­gard­ing the avail­abil­ity of di­vine for­give­ness. Pe­ter gave Si­mon a qual­i­fied com­mand to re­pent “if per­haps” (εἰ ἄρα; si forte) his in­ten­tion may be for­given (Acts 8:22). This con­di­tional is taken by many as an in­di­ca­tion that for­give­ness for si­mony is ex­ceed­ingly dif­fi­cult to ob­tain.63 Wyc­liffe ar­gued that to be cleansed of si­mony re­quires an “ex­tra­or­di­nary mir­a­cle.”64
This dif­fi­culty of for­give­ness is not on ac­count of any mi­ser­li­ness in God but on ac­count of the en­snare­ment of the sin and man’s weak­ness to turn from it. Per­al­dus com­pared the si­mo­niac to a fish in a trap: he can­not eas­ily exit the way he came (re­pent), and the only other way out is by be­ing caught. Be­cause he does not eas­ily re­nounce what he has taken, he has one foot in hell.65
Sev­eral like­wise noted that many ex­posed si­mo­ni­acs pro­fess re­pen­tance but with­hold what they ought to give in true re­pen­tance.66 In re­count­ing the life of the her­mit Ro­muald of Ra­venna, Pe­ter Da­mian re­marked on his dif­fi­culty re­stor­ing si­mo­ni­acs to re­pen­tance: “For that poi­so­nous her­esy, es­pe­cially in the epis­co­pal or­der, is so hard and so set against be­ing con­verted—for­ever prom­is­ing, for­ever put­ting it off from one day to the next and de­fer­ring it to a time still to come—that a Jew could sooner be brought to the faith than a he­ret­i­cal brig­and could be fully roused to re­pen­tance.”67 The si­mo­niac pro­fesses to re­pent but per­pet­u­ally de­fers his con­ver­sion to a to­mor­row that never comes.
Con­clu­sion
Si­mony is a sin against both ta­bles of the law, of­fend­ing God by pro­fan­ing what is holy and of­fend­ing man by de­fraud­ing the faith­ful. Its grav­ity is at­tested across cen­turies of Chris­tian wit­ness, from the canon­i­cal judg­ment that other crimes are “prac­ti­cally noth­ing,” to Wyc­liffe’s lament that it leaves a great part of the church “scat­tered and dead.” Not even the pope stood ex­empt from its reach.
The weight of the sin makes re­pen­tance all the more ur­gent. The si­mo­niac must re­sign what he has wrongly ob­tained, re­store what he has wrongly re­ceived, and seek di­vine for­give­ness for what no hu­man pen­alty can fully ad­dress. The tra­di­tion in­sisted on the dif­fi­culty of that re­pen­tance, but equally on the mercy of the Lord.
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Chapter 13
The Heresy of Simony
From the fa­thers to the me­dievals and be­yond, a num­ber of au­thors spoke of si­mony as a spe­cies of her­esy. Ear­lier sources tend to do so with­out qual­i­fi­ca­tion, in­clud­ing Pe­ter Lom­bard’s Sen­tences1 and Gra­tian’s De­cre­tum.2 This iden­ti­fi­ca­tion goes back to Greg­ory the Great, who fre­quently spoke of “si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy” (si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis).3 In the hom­ily where he first used the term, he pro­claimed,
But our Re­deemer over­turned the seats of those sell­ing doves, be­cause he de­stroys the priest­hood of such traf­fick­ers. Hence the sa­cred canons con­demn the si­mo­ni­a­cal her­esy and com­mand that those who seek a price for con­fer­ring or­ders be de­prived of the priest­hood. The seat of those sell­ing doves is there­fore over­turned when those who sell spir­i­tual grace are de­prived of the priest­hood, whether be­fore the eyes of men or be­fore the eyes of God.4

More­over, the fa­thers and me­dievals re­garded Si­mon Ma­gus as the first of all her­e­tics5 and the fa­ther of all here­sies. Cyril of Je­ru­salem called him “the in­ven­tor of all her­esy.”6 Ire­naeus re­ferred to him as the one “from whom all here­sies orig­i­nate.”7 Si­mony is not only the first of all here­sies, but the fore­most of all here­sies,8 and there­fore is more dam­na­ble than other here­sies.9
Later school­men qual­i­fied this iden­ti­fi­ca­tion in some mea­sure, and also sought to an­swer the ques­tion of whether the pope could him­self com­mit the sin of si­mony.
The Ba­sis of the Iden­ti­fi­ca­tion
On what ba­sis did theo­lo­gians of pre­vi­ous gen­er­a­tions iden­tify si­mony as a her­esy? The dis­course cen­tered around three con­ten­tions: the si­mo­niac prices what is price­less, he makes the Spirit a ser­vant, and he blas­phemes the Holy Spirit.
Pric­ing the Price­less
Lom­bard spoke of the sin of si­mony as the ac­tiv­ity of put­ting a price on a price­less grace.10 Be­cause many of the school­men ad­dressed si­mony in the con­text of com­ment­ing on Lom­bard’s Sen­tences, this de­scrip­tion ap­pears re­peat­edly. Many made the same ob­ser­va­tion with­out us­ing that ex­act phrase.11 For ex­am­ple, in mak­ing this point, Thomas Aqui­nas ap­pealed to Prov­erbs 3:15 (“she is more pre­cious than all riches, and noth­ing that is de­sired can be com­pared with her”).12 Pe­ter Au­riol spoke of it as a sin against re­li­gion be­cause, “the price­less [im­pre­ci­a­bile] and in­com­men­su­rable [in­ae­qua­bile] is given for some­thing that can never match it—take a sac­ra­ment, which the whole world can­not equal, nor even the least de­gree of spir­i­tual things.”13
In the words of the Glossa or­di­na­ria, “Spir­i­tual gifts are cheap­ened by a price.”14 It is on this count that some have de­scribed it as a spir­i­tual har­lotry,15 sell­ing what should be given in the con­text of true love. Though not ex­plic­itly in­vok­ing the name of Si­mon or the la­bel of “si­mony,” Au­gus­tine ex­plained the prob­lem well:
[The Word] is price­less [nul­lius pre­tii], be­cause it sur­passes all things. For a thing for sale is ei­ther matched by its price, or is in­fe­rior to it, or ex­ceeds it. When any­one buys for as much as a thing is worth, the price equals the thing bought; when for less, the thing is in­fe­rior to it; when for more, it ex­ceeds it. But noth­ing can be made equal to the Word of God, nor in any ex­change be in­fe­rior to it, nor su­pe­rior.16

In canon law and scho­las­tic theol­ogy, the phrase “pric­ing the price­less” was not a mere de­scrip­tion of the ac­tiv­ity of si­mony but sup­plied the ba­sis for its con­dem­na­tion. By his at­tempted com­merce, the si­mo­niac makes a com­par­i­son be­tween the Spirit and wealth, func­tion­ally deny­ing the price­less­ness of the Spirit. Fre­quently, this is char­ac­ter­ized as a de­nial of grace, such as in the words of Bo­na­ven­ture: “This is man­i­fest her­esy, and this is what Si­mon Ma­gus thought. For such a per­son errs in faith, be­cause he be­lieves that grace is not grace.”17
This con­cern of pric­ing the price­less is not di­min­ished, but height­ened from a Prot­es­tant per­spec­tive. With the re­cov­ery of sola gra­tia dur­ing the Ref­or­ma­tion, the false gospel of grace on the ba­sis of works be­came a chief con­cern. In this vein, Mar­tin Lu­ther went fur­ther, la­bel­ing all works-right­eous­ness a form of si­mony, since it would make grace some­thing ex­changed for merit.18 
Mak­ing the Spirit a Ser­vant
The Sec­ond Coun­cil of Ni­caea (787) re­stored the ven­er­a­tion of im­ages, and with it the com­mu­nion be­tween Con­stan­ti­no­ple and Rome. Bish­ops who had con­formed un­der icon­o­clasm were charged with hav­ing bought their sees, and Ta­ra­sius, the pa­tri­arch of Con­stan­ti­no­ple and pres­i­dent of the coun­cil, granted some of these a swift res­to­ra­tion. This cost him monas­tic sup­port in the east, and a re­port of his lax­ity reached Rome. Ta­ra­sius an­swered the charges with a let­ter to the pope, which he pub­lished in the acts of the coun­cil it­self.19 It car­ries the fol­low­ing ar­gu­ment:
For the im­pi­ous her­esy of Mac­e­do­nius and those around him—the at­tack­ers of the Holy Spirit—is more tol­er­a­ble [than si­mony]. For those men, in their rav­ing, con­fess the Holy Spirit to be a crea­ture and a slave of God the Fa­ther and the Son; but these men make that same Holy Spirit their own slave. For every mas­ter sells what he has if he wishes, whether a slave or any­thing else of those things he pos­sesses. Sim­i­larly, he who buys, wish­ing to be the mas­ter of what he has bought, ac­quires it through the price of money. Thus, those who carry out this in­iq­ui­tous trans­ac­tion dis­par­age the Holy Spirit, sin­ning equally with those who blas­phemed, say­ing that Christ cast out de­mons by Beelze­bub. And, to speak more truly, they are com­pared to Ju­das the trai­tor, who sold Christ to the Jews, the kill­ers of God.20

We might par­al­lel the Mac­e­do­nian her­esy men­tioned by Ta­ra­sius to Ar­i­an­ism, but in­stead of mak­ing the Son a crea­ture, it makes the Spirit a crea­ture. Yet si­mony is even worse by this analy­sis: it makes the Spirit to be so low a crea­ture that he be­comes the slave of man. This ar­gu­ment was re­corded by Gra­tian,21 and oth­ers re­peated it af­ter him, af­firm­ing that si­mony is a sin against the Spirit.22 
Blas­phemy of the Holy Spirit
While many ad­dressed si­mony as a sin against the Holy Spirit, John Wyc­liffe and Jan Hus fol­low­ing af­ter de­scribed it in a more elab­o­rate Trin­i­tar­ian frame­work. For them, si­mony is not only a her­esy, but one of three cat­e­gories of her­esy that map to the per­sons of the Trin­ity in the na­ture of their of­fense. This cat­e­go­riza­tion ap­pears to be unique to them,23 but Wyc­liffe ex­plained that Apos­tasy is a sin against the Fa­ther, who binds the bride of Christ to him­self; Blas­phemy is a sin against the Son, who is the power and wis­dom of God; and Si­mony is a sin against the Holy Spirit, who or­ders the peace of the house of God.24
This ac­cords with the quote from Ta­ra­sius as found in Gra­tian’s De­cre­tum, where he also de­scribed si­mo­ni­acs as sin­ning equally with those who blas­phemed by ac­cus­ing Christ of cast­ing out de­mons by Beelze­bub. Wyc­liffe and Hus pressed these charges to the full­est ex­tent, in­sist­ing that si­mony must be cat­e­go­rized as sin against the Holy Spirit, that which “can­not be for­given in this world or the next.”25 
Qual­i­fi­ca­tions
Fol­low­ing Greg­ory the Great and the tes­ti­mony of canon law, the me­dievals were vir­tu­ally unan­i­mous in iden­ti­fy­ing si­mony as her­esy. How­ever, the theo­lo­gians of the elev­enth cen­tury in­tro­duced qual­i­fi­ca­tion that car­ried through the fol­low­ing cen­turies.26 For ex­am­ple, in his com­men­tary on the Sen­tences, Aqui­nas han­dled the ar­gu­ment that her­esy must be a be­lief rather than an ac­tion, and be­gan by con­ced­ing the point.27 In the strict­est sense, si­mony is not nec­es­sar­ily a he­ret­i­cal be­lief be­cause it of­ten is not a be­lief at all. Ac­cord­ingly, Aqui­nas else­where judged that the sin of si­mony is not nec­es­sar­ily the un­par­don­able blas­phemy of the Spirit.28
Among the me­dievals, even those will­ing to speak of the her­esy of si­mony with­out qual­i­fi­ca­tion on some oc­ca­sions ad­mit­ted the qual­i­fi­ca­tion at oth­ers. For ex­am­ple, Wyc­liffe granted that this use of the la­bel “equiv­o­cates,”29 and else­where, he de­scribed some si­mo­ni­acs as be­ing able to re­pent,30 though he had iden­ti­fied si­mony as the un­par­don­able sin. Sim­i­larly, Hus opened by sort­ing the senses in which a man may be called a her­e­tic, count­ing the one who holds an er­ror by deed along­side the one who holds it by word.31
From the elev­enth cen­tury and on­ward, theo­lo­gians and canon­ists man­aged to of­fer this ob­jec­tion with­out re­ject­ing cen­turies of can­on­ized tra­di­tion by ex­plain­ing two senses in which si­mony may be la­beled a her­esy: the sim­i­lar­ity of the ac­tion and the enor­mity of the crime.
The Sim­i­lar­ity of the Ac­tion
Aqui­nas con­tin­ued in the same ar­ti­cle to de­fend his po­si­tion, ar­gu­ing that si­mo­ni­acs are called her­e­tics on ac­count of the sim­i­lar­ity of their ac­tions and for­mal her­esy. He wrote, “A name is given to a thing in two ways: in one way with­out qual­i­fi­ca­tion [sim­pli­ci­ter]; in an­other on ac­count of a like­ness of ac­tion [prop­ter si­mi­li­tu­di­nem ac­tus].”32 There­fore, “si­mo­ni­acs are not her­e­tics prop­erly and strictly speak­ing, since they do not hold any false opin­ion; but they are called her­e­tics on ac­count of a sim­i­lar­ity of ac­tion, be­cause they act as if they be­lieved the gift of the Holy Spirit could be pos­sessed with money: which be­lief would be he­ret­i­cal.”33
Aqui­nas also com­pared it to the dis­par­ity be­tween one’s out­ward pro­fes­sion of re­li­gion and the faith that re­sides in his heart: “si­mony is called a her­esy ac­cord­ing to an out­ward pro­fes­sion, be­cause in the fact that a man sells the gift of the Holy Spirit, he in a cer­tain way pro­fesses him­self to be the lord of the spir­i­tual gift; which is he­ret­i­cal.”34 By his ac­tions, the si­mo­niac pro­fesses the her­esy of a sal­able Spirit, but the typ­i­cal si­mo­niac is a false pro­fes­sor of this her­esy, not truly be­liev­ing it in his heart. He does not for­mally em­brace the he­ret­i­cal ideas of Si­mon Ma­gus but ma­te­ri­ally ex­presses them.35 Jer­emy Tay­lor made a sim­i­lar ar­gu­ment, ex­plain­ing that in Si­mon Ma­gus it was a “false opin­ion” but that “his fol­low­ers are rather noted of a vice.”36
In the sev­en­teenth cen­tury, John Donne ap­pealed to this dis­tinc­tion in the midst of an Eng­lish con­tro­versy. Af­ter the Gun­pow­der Plot of 1605, James I im­posed the Eng­lish Oath of Al­le­giance (1606), which iden­ti­fied as her­esy the no­tion of pa­pal au­thor­ity to de­pose the crown. How­ever, many Ro­man Cath­o­lics in­sisted that they could not take the oath be­cause it be­longed only to the pope to pro­nounce a doc­trine he­ret­i­cal. Donne made an ef­fort “to de­liver them of that scru­ple”37 and as­sure them they could call her­esy that which “is not it­self nec­es­sar­ily her­esy, prop­erly un­der­stood” with an anal­ogy to si­mony. Si­mony has been called a “true and un­doubted her­esy,” not be­cause it in­her­ently is, but be­cause it begets or ac­com­pa­nies her­esy.38 
The Enor­mity of the Crime
Be­yond sim­i­lar­ity of ac­tion, the school­men of­fered a sec­ond rea­son for call­ing si­mony a her­esy: they are func­tion­ally equiv­a­lent in the courts of the church. Si­mony is so grave an of­fense that it mer­its the same ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal pun­ish­ment as her­esy: de­po­si­tion from of­fice and ex­com­mu­ni­ca­tion. Pan­or­mi­tanus con­cluded that “on ac­count of the enor­mity of the crime it is called her­esy.”39
Some made this point along with sim­i­lar­ity of ac­tion. For ex­am­ple, Bo­na­ven­ture spoke of the si­mo­niac who does not truly be­lieve his her­esy, that he “is not strictly a her­e­tic, but nev­er­the­less is called a her­e­tic by the saints, ei­ther be­cause he acts in the man­ner of a her­e­tic, or be­cause, like a her­e­tic, he is cast out from the ser­vice and wor­ship of God on ac­count of his enor­mous crime.”40 Sort­ing the senses of the word, Ga­briel Biel granted that every si­mo­niac is a her­e­tic “since he is ex­com­mu­ni­cated and a per­verter of sa­cred things,” sub­se­quently ob­serv­ing that the si­mo­niac is called a her­e­tic “by a cer­tain like­ness […] be­cause he acts as if he held the con­trary of the faith.”41
These two qual­i­fi­ca­tions—the sim­i­lar­ity of the ac­tion and the enor­mity of the crime—stand to­gether rather than as al­ter­na­tives. The la­bel of “her­e­tic” ap­plies to the si­mo­niac both be­cause his con­duct pro­fesses he­ret­i­cal opin­ions and be­cause he should func­tion­ally be treated as one. 
The Pope and Si­mony
In the Ro­man sys­tem, the su­preme pon­tiff is the source of the church’s law rather than a sub­ject of it, lead­ing some to con­clude that he could not com­mit si­mony at all.42 By and large, those theo­lo­gians and canon­ists who treated the is­sue de­ter­mined that he could in­deed be guilty of the her­esy of si­mony.43 Aqui­nas called the con­trary opin­ion “er­ro­neous,” say­ing, “If the pope were to ac­cept a gift in ex­change for some­thing spir­i­tual, he would com­mit si­mony just like any other man; be­cause it was un­der Pe­ter, whom the pope suc­ceeds, that the vice of si­mony first re­ceived its con­dem­na­tion in the New Tes­ta­ment.”44 If Pe­ter him­self con­demned si­mony, no suc­ces­sor can be ex­empt from that stan­dard.
The ex­emp­tion was also ar­gued from own­er­ship: if the goods of the church are the pope’s own, then in tak­ing them he re­ceives noth­ing from an­other, and no sale oc­curs. Aqui­nas de­nied the prem­ise. “Al­though the prop­erty of the Church be­longs to the pope in a cer­tain way, it is not his to pos­sess in every way, like the per­sonal prop­erty he has on hand.”45 A pope who gave spir­i­tual things for the tem­po­ral­i­ties of a church would there­fore be sell­ing them as surely as to a lay­man.46
John Ma­jor put the mat­ter flatly: “The Su­preme Pon­tiff can com­mit si­mony just like any­one else: this is ev­i­dent. This en­tire def­i­ni­tion can ap­ply to him just as to an­other: hence Pe­ter re­coiled from Si­mon Ma­gus, lest he fall into it.”47
A Qual­i­fi­ca­tion for Pos­i­tive Law Si­mony
In Chap­ter 4, we ad­dressed whether one could com­mit si­mony by com­merce in oth­er­wise non-spir­i­tual things whose sale is for­bid­den by the church.48 For those who would an­swer “yes,” this com­pli­cates the ques­tion of whether the pope can be guilty of si­mony. If he is the high­est au­thor­ity, do such laws ap­ply to him?
Pan­or­mi­tanus re­ported find­ing none who ad­dressed the ques­tion but a sin­gle car­di­nal who in­ferred a flat ex­emp­tion for the su­preme pon­tiff.49 He ul­ti­mately con­curred that the pope would not com­mit si­mony in mat­ters of pos­i­tive law, be­cause he is not thereby bound. All the same, he judged that the pope “ought nev­er­the­less to ab­stain.”50 The other party in that trans­ac­tion is not cov­ered by the ex­emp­tion. He “is not safe as re­gards God,” and where a pro­hib­i­tory con­sti­tu­tion stands, he in­curs the pen­alty the pope es­capes—as a sub­ject who gam­bles with the bishop who de­creed ex­com­mu­ni­ca­tion for gam­bling in­curs it, though the bishop “could not be bound by his own con­sti­tu­tion.”51
For those who re­ject the cat­e­gory of pos­i­tive law si­mony al­to­gether, the ques­tion is moot. The pope in­curs the guilt of si­mony iden­ti­cally to any­one else, with­out re­gard to church law.52 
Pos­i­tive Ac­cu­sa­tions of Si­mony
For many, this was not a the­o­ret­i­cal pos­si­bil­ity but an ob­serv­able re­al­ity. Dante de­picted si­mo­ni­acs in the eighth cir­cle of hell, stuck up­side down in holes while their feet are set ablaze. In par­tic­u­lar, si­mo­niac popes are stacked, each sub­se­quent one push­ing the oth­ers fur­ther down.53 When Dante ar­rives, Nich­o­las III mis­takes him for Bon­i­face VIII, the pope at the time of the poem’s fic­tional set­ting in 1300: “Are you al­ready stand­ing there, are you al­ready stand­ing there, Bon­i­face? By sev­eral years the writ­ing lied to me.”54
Wyc­liffe and Hus like­wise charged the of­fice of the bishop of Rome with be­ing steeped in si­mony.55 Wyc­liffe ar­gued that if the pope can­not com­mit si­mony, then he is the An­ti­christ, be­cause he has made him­self higher than God.56 Hus said much the same in a let­ter to the rec­tor of the Uni­ver­sity of Prague, de­scrib­ing him­self as “the Goose” who must beat her wings against the wings of Be­he­moth and against the tail that cov­ers “the abom­i­na­tion of the beast of An­ti­christ.” Iden­ti­fy­ing the pope as the head of Isa­iah 9:14–15 that the Lord will de­stroy, he of­fered a vivid im­age: the beast is a greater abom­i­na­tion than the ex­posed har­lot who is “pub­licly ready for any­one who wished to for­ni­cate with her” be­cause he is “pre­pared to sell what­ever any­one wishes to buy in spir­i­tual mat­ters.”57 He con­tin­ued, “and he sells what he does not pos­sess.”58
For these proto-Re­form­ers, the point of con­ten­tion was not so much whether a pope could com­mit si­mony but whether the reign­ing pope had. Of course, the later Re­form­ers spoke along these lines as well. Lu­ther re­marked that si­mony is the very soul of the pope; he can­not be purged of it, but if he could, all that would re­main would be the bishop of Rome.59 
Con­clu­sion
The iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of si­mony rests on three ar­gu­ments: the si­mo­niac prices the price­less, makes the Spirit his ser­vant, and blas­phemes him. The up­hold­ing of this charge in light of nec­es­sary qual­i­fi­ca­tions falls into the theo­log­i­cal and the ju­rid­i­cal. The si­mo­niac pro­fesses by his con­duct that the gifts of God are sub­ject to hu­man com­merce, and his crime is so grave that it war­rants the same ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal pun­ish­ments as her­esy.
On both grounds the school­men and the Re­form­ers found the bishop of Rome no ex­cep­tion. The an­swers ranged from “yes he can” to “yes he has.”
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Analysis


Chapter 14
Spiritual Words
While theo­lo­gians of the past ad­dressed si­mony in preach­ing and teach­ing, their pri­mary con­cerns re­volved around the is­sues of their own day. Ac­cord­ingly, the lit­er­a­ture dwells on si­mony in or­di­na­tions more than on any other kind. For many, ques­tions re­gard­ing charg­ing for the preached or taught word were of­ten more the­o­ret­i­cal than prac­ti­cal.
This was es­pe­cially the case in the time af­ter the Ref­or­ma­tion. John Go­dol­phin dem­on­strated this re­al­ity in his sur­vey of canon law on si­mony when he de­clined to wade through the de­tails of “whether it be si­mony in ec­cle­si­as­tics to take money for ser­mons or theo­log­i­cal doc­trines,” hav­ing no de­sire to “abuse the reader in per­plex­ing him with ex­otic ques­tions.”1 This is not to say that none af­ter the Mid­dle Ages ad­dressed the mat­ter, but such oc­cur­rences were in­creas­ingly rare.
In our own day, a dif­fer­ent pic­ture ap­pears. Si­mony in or­di­na­tions has all but ceased to be a present dan­ger among Prot­es­tants, and re­lated mat­ters such as sys­tems of pa­tron­age hardly arise, even in es­tab­lished (i.e., na­tional) churches where the prac­tice had once been com­mon. Yet the sale of theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion now turns over enor­mous sums. Be­tween Chris­tian books and sem­i­nar­ies alone, theo­log­i­cal ed­u­ca­tion is a mul­ti­bil­lion-dol­lar in­dus­try.2 It re­mains, then, to ap­ply the frame­work de­vel­oped in the pre­ced­ing chap­ters to this pri­mary sort of com­merce in spir­i­tual things that ex­ists to­day.
Si­mony in Words
De­spite the me­dieval use of Prov­erbs 23:23, the clear­est dem­on­stra­tion of bib­li­cal teach­ing as spir­i­tual words comes to us from the pen of the apos­tle Paul in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 2:13 (“And this is what we speak, not in words taught us by hu­man wis­dom, but in words taught by the Spirit, ex­press­ing spir­i­tual truths in spir­i­tual words”). The pre­cise mean­ing of the fi­nal phrase “πνευματικοῖς πνευματικὰ συνκρίνοντες” re­mains de­bated. While each word pre­sents its own dif­fi­cul­ties and the ex­act mean­ing of each shades the fi­nal ren­der­ing, the pri­mary is­sue hinges on the gen­der of the first word. If the first word is taken as mas­cu­line, it sig­ni­fies ap­ply­ing spir­i­tual truths to spir­i­tual peo­ple. If it is to be taken as neuter, then it en­tails set­ting them in spir­i­tual words or fit­ting them to spir­i­tual mat­ters. In ei­ther case, the teacher speaks words taught by the Spirit.
The sub­ject of bib­li­cal teach­ing, whether it be dis­tilled or syn­the­sized into other for­mats, is ul­ti­mately the Scrip­ture as given by the Spirit (2 Tim. 3:16–17). Fur­ther­more, though it may have reached him through the work of other men, it is at last re­vealed to the teacher by the Spirit, by whom he is able to com­pre­hend the thought of God (1 Cor. 2:10–11). The learner, on his side, takes it in not by his nat­ural ca­pac­i­ties alone but by spir­i­tual dis­cern­ment, since “the nat­ural man does not re­ceive the things of the Spirit of God […] be­cause they are spir­i­tu­ally dis­cerned” (1 Cor. 2:14). The con­trast Paul drew be­tween the spir­i­tual and the nat­ural is not a con­trast be­tween the ma­te­rial and im­ma­te­rial as­pects of the hu­man ra­tio­nal mind, but be­tween the op­er­a­tions of the Spirit and the un­aided fac­ul­ties of man. The godly teacher’s proper hope, then, is to be made by grace an in­stru­ment through which the Spirit him­self works upon the hearer. Such teach­ing is spir­i­tual in both of the senses ear­lier dis­tin­guished: it is of the un­cre­ated Spirit (a spir­itu in­cre­ato), and, as it pro­duces a spir­i­tual ef­fect, it is spir­i­tual by cause (per cau­sam).3 To set a price on it there­fore meets the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony, dif­fer­ing in es­sence not at all from Si­mon’s orig­i­nal pro­posal.
The chief ob­jec­tions that the tra­di­tion has raised against si­mony all ap­ply to the case of bib­li­cal teach­ing. We will ex­am­ine three of those here, and in each, re­spond to a po­ten­tial coun­ter­ar­gu­ment against pro­hib­it­ing its sale.
Stew­ard­ship of the Word
In any le­git­i­mate sale, the seller must have a proper au­thor­ity to con­duct the trans­ac­tion. If one owns the thing, he can de­cide of his own ac­cord; if one is a stew­ard, such a sale needs to be au­tho­rized by the owner. As we have seen from 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 4:1 (“Let a man so ac­count us as min­is­ters of Christ and stew­ards [οἰκονόμους] of the mys­ter­ies of God”),4 the one who teaches God’s word is a stew­ard rather than an owner. Adam was charged to sub­due the earth and ex­er­cise do­min­ion over it (Gen. 1:28), and from that grant flows the au­thor­ity by which men buy and sell the goods of the earth as their own. The con­tent of bib­li­cal teach­ing, how­ever—whether it be the bare words of Scrip­ture or the doc­tri­nal truths con­tained therein—was not given as part of na­ture or com­mit­ted to man un­der this kind of do­min­ion. These mys­ter­ies may only be pos­sessed un­der a stew­ard­ship, which en­tails an on­go­ing ac­count­abil­ity to the mas­ter who has del­e­gated their ad­min­is­tra­tion as well as a strict pro­hi­bi­tion against trans­act­ing with his goods.
Paul re­vis­ited this truth in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 9:17 (“If my preach­ing is vol­un­tary, I have a re­ward. But if it is not vol­un­tary, I am still en­trusted with a stew­ard­ship [οἰκονομίαν]”). Many have in­ter­preted this as a con­trast be­tween a min­i­mal re­quire­ment Paul was un­der and his cho­sen ap­proach of go­ing above and be­yond.5 How­ever, the apos­tle con­sid­ered it un­think­able to do any­thing less (1 Cor. 9:15–16). To preach the gospel for a price is to do so “un­will­ingly” (1 Cor. 9:17), the la­bor be­ing com­pelled by con­tract. Be­cause such a man trans­acts with the mas­ter’s goods as an owner rather than as a stew­ard, he for­feits all re­ward of stew­ard­ship. Thus, Paul pre­sented the gospel free of charge (1 Cor. 9:18).
Paul ac­knowl­edged a min­is­ter’s right to re­ceive. More­over, he did not ab­so­lutely re­ject funds on ac­count of the gospel in Cor­inth; he re­peat­edly spoke of his in­ten­tions of com­ing for such pur­poses (1 Cor. 16:6; 2 Cor. 1:16).6 In­stead, his com­mit­ment, as stated here and else­where, was to never ex­change his teach­ing for a price (2 Cor. 2:17; 11:7, 12).
In fact, it is that stew­ard­ship that makes one fit to live of the gospel; to ac­cept a price for one’s teach­ing is to for­feit the grounds by which one can rightly re­ceive ma­te­rial sup­port in any mea­sure. Con­sider Paul’s ap­peal to the Old Tes­ta­ment priest­hood in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 9:13 (“those who serve at the al­tar par­take of its of­fer­ings”). The priests re­ceived from the Lord as their in­her­i­tance pre­cisely be­cause they did not pos­sess an in­her­i­tance of their own (Num. 18:20). To take own­er­ship over that which one was given to stew­ard for­feits that re­ward the Lord of­fers for such ser­vice. The la­borer is wor­thy of his wages, but the work that God has given is not un­spec­i­fied; it is the work of stew­ard­ship. For this rea­son, the priests were for­bid­den to teach for a price (Mic. 3:11).
One might counter that Paul spoke of “preach­ing,” not teach­ing more gen­er­ally. Yet the con­cern over stew­ard­ship does not lie in the kind of ac­tiv­ity, but in the thing that is of­fered. Those things of the Chris­tian faith that are preached in ser­monic fash­ion re­main just as much “mys­ter­ies of God” as those things of the Chris­tian faith that might be taught. Thus, while there may be fac­tors that make charg­ing to hear preach­ing in the for­mal wor­ship of God more rep­re­hen­si­ble, com­pared to the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing, noth­ing dif­fers in the vi­o­la­tion of one’s own sta­tus as a stew­ard. 
The Grace of the Word
Typ­i­cally ap­peal­ing to Ro­mans 11:6 (“And if by grace, it is no longer by works; oth­er­wise grace is no longer grace”), me­dieval theo­lo­gians con­tended that si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tions un­der­mine the grace they os­ten­si­bly com­mu­ni­cate. Re­quir­ing some pay­ment—whether of the hand (mu­nus a manu), the tongue (mu­nus a lin­gua), or ser­vice (mu­nus ab ob­se­quio)—vi­o­lates the na­ture of the gift by sub­ject­ing it to the terms of a com­mer­cial trans­ac­tion. This is as true for bib­li­cal teach­ing as it is for the sac­ra­ments or church of­fice. The “word of his grace” (Acts 14:3; 20:32) is not only the word about the grace of God, but is a word that is given by the grace of God. A teach­ing of free grace must it­self be free of charge or it runs the risk of com­mu­ni­cat­ing a dif­fer­ent gospel.
Paul spoke of the un­der­stand­ing of bib­li­cal teach­ing as “freely given” (1 Cor. 2:12), and this is pre­cisely what Je­sus ap­peals to in Mat­thew 10:8 as the grounds for the proc­la­ma­tion of the king­dom be­ing given freely to oth­ers. What has been gra­ciously re­ceived must be gra­ciously given. To fail to do so sug­gests it was never gra­ciously re­ceived in the first place. Sim­i­larly, the one who is for­given much loves much, and to love lit­tle ex­poses a lack of for­give­ness (Luke 7:47).
It may be ob­jected here that those who charge for bib­li­cal teach­ing—es­pe­cially of the more ad­vanced or spe­cial­ized va­ri­ety—do not charge for the gospel. In fact, al­most all of these would give the gospel for free to any who ask. Yet, this ob­jec­tion pre­sumes a dis­tinc­tion the apos­tles re­jected. The gospel should not be seen as in­tro­duc­tory or sep­a­ra­ble from other truth in the course of proper bib­li­cal teach­ing.
First, apos­tolic teach­ing re­gards Christ cru­ci­fied as the es­sence of all true teach­ing. Paul knew noth­ing among the Co­rin­thi­ans ex­cept Christ and him cru­ci­fied (1 Cor. 2:2), yet in Acts 20:26–27 told the Ephe­sians that he would have blood on his hands had he shrunk from de­clar­ing the whole coun­sel of God. His point in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 2 is not to con­fess a fail­ure that ren­ders him guilty, but, as we have al­ready seen, to dem­on­strate the na­ture of true bib­li­cal teach­ing as re­sid­ing in the power of the Spirit rather than the wis­dom of man. Sim­i­larly, to the Colos­sians, he sum­ma­rized the na­ture of his teach­ing with the phrase “him we pro­claim” (Col. 1:28). Je­sus him­self in­structed the apos­tles that to un­der­stand Scrip­ture rightly it must be in­ter­preted con­cern­ing him­self (Luke 24:44–45). Rightly prof­fered, doc­tri­nal teach­ing com­mu­ni­cates the gospel.
Sec­ond, when the apos­tles dis­tin­guished be­tween lev­els of in­struc­tion, us­ing the terms “milk” and “meat,” they did not iso­late the gospel to one or the other. The au­thor of He­brews called his au­di­ence to move be­yond the milk (Heb. 5:12), giv­ing ex­am­ples of these el­e­men­tary doc­trines of Christ: re­pen­tance, faith, wash­ings, lay­ing on hands, res­ur­rec­tion, judg­ment (Heb. 6:1–2). These are things that re­late in some ways to Christ, but the par­tic­u­lar in­stance of “meat” that prompted his com­ments was the re­la­tion be­tween Christ and Mel­chiz­e­dek, the su­pe­rior na­ture of his priest­hood that guar­an­tees an eter­nal sal­va­tion (Heb. 5:10; 7:1–28). Sim­i­larly, when Paul chided the Co­rin­thi­ans for not be­ing ready for solid food (1 Cor. 3:2), he con­fessed no fail­ure of his own to pro­vide ad­vanced teach­ing be­yond the gospel, but charged them with a fail­ure to re­ceive the full teach­ing of the gospel. The no­tions of “flesh” and “merely hu­man” in 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 3:3–4 are de­signed to con­trast with the mind of the Spirit in the pre­ced­ing chap­ter of the epis­tle, where he al­ready dem­on­strated that the full un­der­stand­ing of spir­i­tual truth hinges on the work of the Spirit. The “solid food” is noth­ing other than the es­sen­tial mes­sage of Christ and him cru­ci­fied (1 Cor. 2:2).
Third, such a dis­tinc­tion be­tween in­tro­duc­tory teach­ing that must be gra­ciously given and ad­vanced teach­ing that may be sold sug­gests that the Spirit’s work is only re­quired to un­der­stand the for­mer. If 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 2 were not enough to dem­on­strate oth­er­wise, John taught that the anoint­ing of the Spirit teaches “all things” (1 John 2:27). The one who claims to dis­tin­guish his own theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion from the gospel in or­der to ab­solve its sale from charges of si­mony must like­wise as­sert that it lies out­side that which the Spirit would teach. While we may con­cede that John did not em­ploy the term “all things” (πάντων) to in­clude every range of sec­u­lar ex­per­tise, the term can­not be nar­rowed so as to ex­clude any area of bib­li­cal rev­e­la­tion or Chris­tian faith. 
The Price­less­ness of the Word
The chief ground on which the tra­di­tion iden­ti­fied si­mony as her­esy was that it puts a price on that which is price­less.7 As Si­mon be­lieved the gift of God could be pur­chased with money (Acts 8:20), the si­mo­niac con­fesses by ac­tion that God’s im­mea­sur­able gift is not im­mea­sur­able. This same ob­ser­va­tion ap­plies to the teach­ing of the word. The word of God is more de­sir­able than gold and bet­ter than many thou­sands of pieces of gold and sil­ver (Ps. 19:10; 119:72), and wis­dom is more pre­cious than ru­bies such that noth­ing com­pares (Prov. 3:15).
Some may ob­ject to a broad pro­hi­bi­tion on the sale of the teach­ing of the word of God that it fails to dis­tin­guish be­tween that which is nec­es­sary in the Chris­tian life and that which is op­tional. This dis­tinc­tion seems to fac­tor into how one should value a thing. Things like bap­tism would be wrong to sell be­cause they are nec­es­sary, but not all need ad­di­tional theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion, es­pe­cially at the higher ac­a­demic lev­els. Yet if the core crime of si­mony is the ac­tiv­ity of plac­ing a price on the price­less, this dis­tinc­tion be­tween nec­es­sary and op­tional is ir­rel­e­vant. Both pro­duce spir­i­tual de­vel­op­ment in the be­liever and there­fore both are price­less.
Yet if we are to en­ter­tain the nec­es­sary/op­tional dis­tinc­tion for a mo­ment, we will see how quickly it breaks down, de­pend­ing on what is meant by “nec­es­sary.” First, one may re­fer to that which is re­quired for the Chris­tian life. It is true that ad­vanced theo­log­i­cal ed­u­ca­tion is not needed in an ab­so­lute way by any­one, but nei­ther is bap­tism. Bap­tism is nor­ma­tive and ben­e­fi­cial in the Chris­tian life, but those who find them­selves prov­i­den­tially hin­dered from bap­tism will not find them­selves with­out sal­va­tion.
Sec­ond, one may re­fer to that which would be un­avail­able else­where—e.g., “you don’t have to come here for theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion, you have other op­tions.” Once again, the same is true for bap­tism, and it is on this count that many of the school­men di­rected a man to seek the sac­ra­ment else­where rather than pay the priest who with­held it. Yet while the rightly prac­ticed bap­tisms of true churches are iden­ti­cal in ben­e­fit, teach­ing dif­fers from teacher to teacher. On this point, theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion is ac­tu­ally less in­ter­change­able than bap­tism.
Third, one may re­fer to those ac­tiv­i­ties that are re­quired for a church to be faith­ful. In­deed, churches must bap­tize, and they are un­der no uni­ver­sal oblig­a­tion to be­gin higher-level ac­a­demic in­sti­tu­tions, but how would such a dis­tinc­tion ap­ply to other vary­ing func­tions of churches? Those who would make such an ar­gu­ment would likely re­coil at the idea of charg­ing for a mid­week prayer meet­ing, though it is an op­tional ac­tiv­ity of the church, sub­ject to the dis­cre­tion of the lead­er­ship.
The Scope of Ap­pli­ca­tion
Hav­ing iden­ti­fied the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing as a spe­cies of si­mony, we may now con­sider where this pro­hi­bi­tion bears on con­tem­po­rary prac­tice. The ex­am­ples be­low do not ex­haust po­ten­tial ap­pli­ca­tion, but they do cover a num­ber of the more com­mon ven­ues where spir­i­tual teach­ing is pres­ently of­fered for sale.
Bib­li­cal Coun­sel­ing
Bib­li­cal coun­sel­ing is a form of teach­ing where one ap­plies the truths of Scrip­ture to the per­sonal life of an­other. Dis­tin­guished from some­thing like Chris­tian ther­apy, where Chris­tian prin­ci­ples may be ap­plied but Scrip­ture teach­ing is not the es­sence of the coun­sel, bib­li­cal coun­sel­ing seeks to give that which is price­less. Be­yond the sim­ple fact that wis­dom is “more pre­cious than ru­bies” (Prov. 3:15) and the law is “bet­ter than thou­sands of pieces of gold and sil­ver” (Ps. 119:72), many who have re­ceived bib­li­cal coun­sel­ing have per­son­ally found it to be in­val­u­able.
None can ap­peal to the fact that the Bible is al­ready avail­able; pre­sum­ably, such coun­sel is sought be­cause un­der­stand­ing is lack­ing. Fur­ther­more, it would be mis­guided to jus­tify com­merce in coun­sel­ing by claim­ing to place the price on time rather than in­struc­tion. If the coun­selor is called to “re­prove, re­buke, ex­hort, with all pa­tience and doc­trine” (2 Tim. 4:2), then both time and teach­ing must be given gra­ciously. How can the coun­selor who charges by the hour be said to ex­hort with all pa­tience? 
Chris­tian Con­fer­ences
Fall­ing un­der the same re­stric­tions are Chris­tian con­fer­ences. By Chris­tian con­fer­ences, we have in view those gath­er­ings whose es­sence is bib­li­cal preach­ing or teach­ing, not events with a merely Chris­tian slant or cul­tural ve­neer. Ad­di­tion­ally, these re­stric­tions do not ap­ply to third par­ties who may levy their own in­ci­den­tal charges (for ex­am­ple, a toll for a bridge to reach the con­fer­ence), and they do not ap­ply to other fac­tors that may limit at­ten­dance (such as a lack of space). How­ever, re­gard­ing at­ten­dance at the con­fer­ence it­self, to charge for ad­mis­sion is to charge for ac­cess to price­less teach­ing.
It may seem that such charges could be war­ranted since the venue is a phys­i­cal thing rather than a spir­i­tual one. How­ever, James’s pro­hi­bi­tion of spe­cial seat­ing should give us pause (James 2:1–4). Though he may have in mind wor­ship ser­vices proper, his ap­pli­ca­tion to them ex­tends from a uni­ver­sal prin­ci­ple that Chris­tians should not show par­tial­ity in hold­ing out the faith (James 2:1). A faith­ful ap­pli­ca­tion of this pre­cept does not per­mit the fi­nance-based par­tial­ity that ad­mits to an in-per­son space those will­ing to pay and re­quires oth­ers to sit at home, po­ten­tially watch­ing on­line.
The no­tion of an­nex­a­tion of­fers fur­ther clar­ity here. Be­cause the na­ture of a con­fer­ence is live teach­ing, the phys­i­cal space is not an­nexed to the spir­i­tual thing by mere di­rec­tion (or­di­na­tum) but by de­pen­dence (de­pen­dens).8 Just as a ben­e­fice pre­sup­poses the of­fice it per­tains to, so a con­fer­ence space pre­sup­poses the con­fer­ence. The dis­tinc­tion be­tween de­pen­dence and di­rec­tion may not be in­tu­itive; con­sid­ered dif­fer­ently, we might ob­serve that the money of a ben­e­fice could have been put to an­other pur­pose, as could a con­fer­ence venue. How­ever, just as the grant of a ben­e­fice se­cures an of­fice that can­not be had with­out it, pres­ence in the con­fer­ence space dur­ing the event se­cures a full­ness of teach­ing that can­not be had with­out that ac­cess. Other teach­ing may pre-ex­ist the me­dium that com­mu­ni­cates it, be­ing per­fectly cap­tured and re­pro­duced with­out loss else­where, but this is not the case with live teach­ing. Re­call that teach­ing is a spir­i­tual ac­tiv­ity that ex­tends be­yond the trans­mis­sion of raw prop­o­si­tions (1 Cor. 2:13), so we should not dis­count these de­tails of ac­cess as in­ci­den­tal.
Sem­i­nary Ed­u­ca­tion
No de­gree of ac­a­demic so­phis­ti­ca­tion ex­empts sem­i­nar­ies from the pro­hi­bi­tion on the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing. Sem­i­nary tu­ition is there­fore si­mony on the ground used by the mas­ters at Paris when they ar­gued that the la­bor of teach­ing theol­ogy could not be sold. Just as they dis­tin­guished, we should not in­clude the lib­eral arts; even Greek and He­brew are not spir­i­tual things that must be given freely. Like­wise, Bible col­leges that of­fer a Chris­tian slant to the hu­man­i­ties need not fall un­der this reg­u­la­tion, save in those courses that teach the word of God and what arises from it.
Schol­ar­ship pro­grams do not re­solve the dif­fi­culty. They do not ex­tend to every stu­dent, and the very re­quire­ment to ap­ply for re­lief is it­self a kind of price. Nei­ther does the com­mon mech­a­nism of hav­ing churches pay on be­half of their mem­bers who at­tend. As we have seen, pay­ments on be­half of an­other still fall un­der the purview of the doc­trine of si­mony.9
As con­ceded with con­fer­ences, a sem­i­nary need not ad­mit all who ap­ply; while a fi­nance-based par­tial­ity is pro­hib­ited, other forms of par­tial­ity may be ac­cept­able. As con­cerns around si­mony in of­fice are de­signed to ex­clude poorly suited of­fi­cers, a sem­i­nary would be wise to ad­mit only the best-qual­i­fied can­di­dates, or even to re­strict ad­mis­sion to stu­dents be­long­ing to a par­tic­u­lar ros­ter of churches. Re­gard­ing ad­di­tional fi­nan­cial lim­i­ta­tions on an in­sti­tu­tion, we may ob­serve the con­clu­sions of me­dieval theo­lo­gians on the same con­cerns with re­spect to re­li­gious so­ci­eties.10 Should the bur­den of a stu­dent’s pres­ence ex­ceed what the in­sti­tu­tion can ab­sorb, it may gate en­try upon his abil­ity to pro­vide for his own space. What it may not do is gate en­try upon the will­ing­ness to pay for the teach­ing it­self.
Theo­log­i­cal Books
The pro­hi­bi­tion on the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing ex­tends to theo­log­i­cal and de­vo­tional lit­er­a­ture. The ma­te­rial, printed vol­ume is not the spir­i­tual thing un­der con­sid­er­a­tion. Rather, the words that com­pose the teach­ing are. Ac­cess to dig­i­tal edi­tions of theo­log­i­cal texts is typ­i­cally sold at a pre­mium that nei­ther the cost of elec­tronic trans­mis­sion nor any value the dis­trib­u­tor adds in for­mat­ting or oth­er­wise can ac­count for.
For phys­i­cal books, the no­tion of an­nex­a­tion is once again help­ful here. In this case, the printed vol­ume is an­nexed by di­rec­tion (or­di­na­tum). The es­sence of the spir­i­tual thing in the book is the words, which are sep­a­ra­ble from the phys­i­cal ink and pa­per, per­fectly re­pro­ducible else­where. This dis­tin­guishes books from Chris­tian con­fer­ences as treated above. Live teach­ing is de­fined by that space wherein it is given, but the writ­ten word may be loss­lessly copied and dis­trib­uted, even by an in­de­pen­dent third party. There­fore, the phys­i­cal vol­ume might be sold as a purely ma­te­rial thing.
This does not, how­ever, dis­miss every con­cern raised by the sale of a phys­i­cal book. The price set on the bound vol­ume may dem­on­strate a sale of a spir­i­tual thing. As in­di­cated by the school­men about con­se­crated ves­sels, a high price may in­di­cate a si­mo­ni­a­cal trans­ac­tion since it sug­gests that the thing is not be­ing sold for it­self, but for the sake of its an­nex­a­tion, much as Hus re­marked on sub­stan­tial fees for or­di­na­tion cer­tif­i­cates.11
The Ad­vent of Copy­right
Hav­ing con­sid­ered these ap­pli­ca­tions, we ought to re­flect on what has changed to so in­crease the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing in our own day. Many fac­tors might be cat­a­logued, but a pri­mary cat­a­lyst ap­pears to be the ad­vent of mod­ern copy­right. While there had pre­vi­ously been the oc­ca­sional reg­u­la­tion of the press that re­stricted the print­ing of cer­tain works to cer­tain sta­tion­ers, the Stat­ute of Anne (1710) was the first law that vested a gen­eral pro­pri­etary right over the text in the au­thor him­self. Be­fore, au­thors of theo­log­i­cal works had been fi­nan­cially sup­ported by their own churches or pa­trons. As we saw with Mar­tin Lu­ther, he never re­ceived money for his works and even re­fused to sell a guar­an­tee of first ac­cess.12 How­ever, the Stat­ute of Anne opened a le­gal mech­a­nism for roy­alty schemes by which the au­thor could sell the fi­nal prod­uct rather than rely on oth­ers to sup­port the pro­duc­tion of it. What Lu­ther de­clined as un­con­scion­able, later au­thors ac­cepted as de­fault. While this only di­rectly ac­counts for books in our pre­vi­ous list of ex­am­ples where teach­ing is sold to­day, it is not hard to imag­ine how the sale of ideas them­selves would nor­mal­ize the sale of the same in any given me­dium.
Con­sid­ered in the me­dieval cat­e­gories, copy­right pro­vides a le­gal mech­a­nism by which spir­i­tual things may be an­nexed to tem­po­ral things. Re­call the right of pa­tron­age: when law ties a right of pre­sen­ta­tion to the own­er­ship of land, a spir­i­tual thing is an­nexed to a tem­po­ral thing such that sell­ing one sells the other.13 The same hap­pens with a printed book. The one who sells a printed book with “All Rights Re­served” does not merely sell the pa­per but the right to ac­cess its con­tents, since ac­cess by any other route, such as read­ing from a copy a friend has re­pro­duced, could be sub­ject to lit­i­ga­tion. In our es­tab­lished tech­ni­cal terms, this con­verts the book from a di­rected an­nex into a de­pen­dent one. No longer are the pa­per and ink merely di­rected to­ward the use of read­ing spir­i­tual words; an­nexed to them is the right of read­ing spir­i­tual words. In this sce­nario where rights trans­fer with the printed vol­ume, si­mony is not dis­cerned merely by price as dis­cussed pre­vi­ously; the trans­ac­tion is in­her­ently si­mo­ni­a­cal, at least in re­gard to the seller.14
The Pre­ven­tion of Al­ter­ations
One sup­posed ad­van­tage of copy­right is the pre­ven­tion of al­ter­ations. While cor­rup­tions may al­ways be in­tro­duced—with or with­out le­gal grounds—both Scrip­ture and the Re­formed tra­di­tion re­quire the adap­ta­tion of di­vine rev­e­la­tion. Namely, Paul in­structed the Colos­sians, “let the word of Christ dwell in you richly, teach­ing and ad­mon­ish­ing one an­other in psalms and hymns and spir­i­tual songs” (Col. 3:16). The West­min­ster Con­fes­sion ap­peals to this verse to jus­tify Bible trans­la­tion,15 and it does not re­quire a stretch from there to see how it would also mo­ti­vate ad­di­tional ar­range­ments, such as Cal­vin’s ex­pla­na­tion for set­ting the Psalms to me­ter.16 On sim­i­lar grounds, the Sec­ond Hel­vetic Con­fes­sion re­marks that the preach­ing of the word of God is the word of God.17 If the word of God com­mands adap­ta­tions of it­self for the sake of ped­a­gog­i­cal util­ity, and it re­tains power (au­thor­ity and ef­fi­cacy) in the process, then that which is de­riv­a­tive of it must be sub­ject to the same, lest the hu­man au­thor sac­ri­fice the au­thor­ity of his teach­ing, con­ced­ing it to be merely of hu­man wis­dom rather than a trans­mis­sion of di­vine truth which must be prop­a­gated. The use of copy­right to re­strict the al­ter­ation of theo­log­i­cal re­sources does not so much guard the word as it com­mod­i­fies the very obe­di­ence it re­quires. 
The Pre­ven­tion of Pla­gia­rism
An­other sup­posed ad­van­tage of copy­right is the pre­ven­tion of pla­gia­rism. While Chris­tians have al­ways con­tended for the truth, this wran­gling over credit, es­pe­cially in theo­log­i­cal works, is a mod­ern de­vel­op­ment. The syn­op­tic gos­pels were given to us in just such a form, au­thors bor­row­ing from each other with­out spe­cific at­tri­bu­tion (Luke 1:1–2). Chrys­os­tom wit­nessed the rise of a con­trary in­stinct and la­mented that any would com­pare to a thief the preacher who uses an­other man’s words with­out credit.18 Re­call that Hus trans­lated large pas­sages of Wyc­liffe’s ear­lier work word for word, with no par­tic­u­lar ac­knowl­edg­ment.19 
Waiv­ing the Right
Even af­ter the ad­vent of copy­right, many Chris­tians have noted the neg­a­tive im­pacts and made ef­forts to ei­ther par­tially or wholly waive these rights.20 To cite one no­table ex­am­ple, Lo­raine Boet­tner placed such a no­tice on the copy­right pages of his books. While the word­ing in some works dif­fer slightly, in Stud­ies in Theol­ogy, it reads:
Any one is at lib­erty to use ma­te­rial from this book with or with­out credit. In pre­par­ing this book the writer has re­ceived help from many sources, some ac­knowl­edged and many un­ac­knowl­edged. He be­lieves the ma­te­rial herein con­tained to be a true state­ment of Scrip­ture truth, and his de­sire is to fur­ther, not to re­strict, its use.21

At least some oth­ers fol­lowed suit.22 More re­cently, some Chris­tian au­thors have be­gun adopt­ing pub­lic do­main ded­i­ca­tions.23
Large Lan­guage Mod­els
A fur­ther con­sid­er­a­tion has arisen in our own gen­er­a­tion. Large lan­guage mod­els—the ar­ti­fi­cial in­tel­li­gences in­creas­ingly con­sulted on every sub­ject, theol­ogy in­cluded—gather their in­for­ma­tion from the texts avail­able to them, which is to say, pre­dom­i­nantly from texts that are free. From an out­side per­spec­tive, what any par­tic­u­lar train­ing cor­pus con­tains is not known, but a work re­stricted by copy­right is al­most cer­tainly less likely to be in­cluded than one that is not, all else be­ing equal. There­fore, what­ever pic­ture of Chris­tian doc­trine such a sys­tem syn­the­sizes comes dis­pro­por­tion­ately from those who have made their teach­ing freely avail­able. If Christ com­manded his dis­ci­ples to teach all na­tions, and the na­tions now me­di­ate much of their in­quiry through tools fed on open text, a new rea­son has been added for the Chris­tian to forgo the con­trol copy­right af­fords.  
Con­clu­sion
Theo­log­i­cal ed­u­ca­tion, teach­ing the word of God, falls un­der the var­i­ous con­cerns of the me­dievals who wrote on si­mony: it fails to rec­og­nize man’s stew­ard­ship of the mys­ter­ies of God, it un­der­mines the na­ture of grace, and it prices the price­less. This ap­plies to var­i­ous forms of bib­li­cal teach­ing, from con­fer­ence tick­ets to sem­i­nary tu­ition to theo­log­i­cal book prices. Ar­guably, the prob­lem as it ex­ists to­day arose from the le­gal in­no­va­tion of copy­right in the eigh­teenth cen­tury. Re­gard­less, the his­tory of prac­tices around theo­log­i­cal teach­ing does not tes­tify to a com­merce that has been for­ever ac­cepted by Chris­tians, but one that has only been tol­er­ated in re­cent cen­turies, re­quir­ing a new ad­dress, ap­peal­ing back to the foun­da­tions of older sources.
Bib­li­cal teach­ing, prop­erly taught, is not a mat­ter of hu­man wis­dom but that which is taught by the Spirit (1 Cor. 2:13). To sell such a spir­i­tual thing is si­mony. The di­lemma it poses to the would-be seller of theo­log­i­cal in­struc­tion is there­fore un­avoid­able. Ei­ther he con­fesses his guilt be­fore God, or he con­cedes that what he sells is merely the wis­dom of man. The word is manna from heaven, and those who hoard it by with­hold­ing it from all but those who pay will find their sur­plus to be rot (Deut. 8:3; Exod. 16:20).
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Chapter 15
Mediated Obligation
The fi­nan­cial main­te­nance of min­is­ters rests on an oblig­a­tion of a pe­cu­liar kind. On the one hand, Scrip­ture speaks of a real duty that a peo­ple owe their min­is­ters: “Let him who is taught the word share all good things with him who teaches” (Gal. 6:6). On the other hand, the one who gives is said to give not fi­nally to the min­is­ter but to the Lord. Christ prom­ises a re­ward to him who re­ceives a prophet be­cause the one who does so re­ceives Christ him­self (Matt. 10:40–42). Ad­di­tion­ally, the giver who sup­plies the la­borer “sows to the Spirit” rather than to the flesh (Gal. 6:8). The oblig­a­tion be­tween a peo­ple and their min­is­ter is there­fore gen­u­ine but not di­rect. It is me­di­ated by their mu­tual oblig­a­tion to the Lord.
The present au­thor has else­where at­tempted to ac­count for the re­al­ity of this me­di­ated oblig­a­tion, dis­tin­guish­ing licit from il­licit giv­ing with the terms min­is­te­rial co-la­bor and min­is­te­rial rec­i­proc­ity.1 While they lack the es­tab­lished au­thor­ity of the tech­ni­cal vo­cab­u­lary we have cov­ered in pre­vi­ous chap­ters, these cat­e­gories have the po­ten­tial to sim­plify a num­ber of the more dif­fi­cult ques­tions for­mer gen­er­a­tions sought to re­solve. Af­ter briefly es­tab­lish­ing this me­di­ated oblig­a­tion along with the dis­tinc­tion be­tween co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity, we will dem­on­strate how they may re­solve sev­eral of the is­sues where ei­ther agree­ment or clar­ity seemed to be lack­ing.
Co-la­bor and Rec­i­proc­ity
This me­di­ated oblig­a­tion may be pic­tured as a tri­an­gle where peo­ple give to the Lord who then gives to his own min­is­ters. This ar­range­ment is pic­tured the most di­rectly in Num­bers 18 where that which is given to the Lord is given to his priests (Num. 18:8). Be­cause the Lord is the priests’ in­her­i­tance, they re­ceive from him (Num. 18:20). Paul ap­pealed to this dy­namic in ex­plain­ing the New Tes­ta­ment min­is­ter’s fi­nan­cial sup­port (1 Cor. 9:13–14). In fact, every other anal­ogy that Paul em­ployed in the same pas­sage—sol­diers, vine­dressers, shep­herds, oxen—op­er­ates the same way. None of them re­ceive out of a di­rect oblig­a­tion due from that which yields its fruit. The cit­i­zens pay taxes to the king by giv­ing to the sol­dier, and the ox re­ceives grain from the owner as it treads; the vine and the flock owe noth­ing to any­one, the ar­range­ment be­ing their owner’s. This ac­cords with the foun­da­tional pas­sages of Mat­thew 10:10 (“the la­borer is wor­thy of his food”) and Luke 10:7 (“the la­borer is wor­thy of his wages”). These do not pic­ture the com­mer­cial trans­ac­tion of a ven­dor and his cus­tomer, but of a worker and his em­ployer. In each of these pas­sages, the em­ployer who sup­plies pay for his la­bor­ers is the Lord of the har­vest (Matt. 9:38; Luke 10:2). The one who pro­vides these things, the giver, is him­self of the har­vest; that which is owned has its du­ties to the owner of the field.
[image: Reciprocity vs. Co-labor]Figure 15.1: Rec­i­proc­ity vs. Co-la­borThe term min­is­te­rial co-la­bor refers to the ac­tiv­ity that oc­curs when this dy­namic is ex­e­cuted with a proper in­ward dis­po­si­tion. Both the min­is­ter and giver op­er­ate with a felt oblig­a­tion to God, and as each re­ceives—whether it be a spir­i­tual thing or a tem­po­ral gift—he un­der­stands it as ul­ti­mately com­ing from God. “Co-la­bor” is a fit­ting term be­cause in this model, the giver and min­is­ter work along­side each other for the same mas­ter, ac­com­plish­ing the same pur­pose of ad­vanc­ing the work of min­is­try. Min­is­te­rial rec­i­proc­ity refers to any break­down in the ac­tiv­ity of co-la­bor. When the min­is­ter or giver op­er­ates with a sense of di­rect oblig­a­tion to the other, or ei­ther re­ceives as though the other is the ul­ti­mate source of the bless­ing, a trans­ac­tion oc­curs in which God does not have his proper place. At some level, at least one party treats the ex­change as a form of di­rect re­cip­ro­ca­tion. For ex­am­ple, Hophni and Phine­has by­passed the no­tion of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion when they de­manded the sac­ri­fices be­fore they were of­fered to the Lord rather than wait­ing un­til af­ter (1 Sam. 2:12–17).
This dis­tinc­tion ac­counts for what might ap­pear to be in­con­sis­ten­cies in Paul’s fi­nan­cial pol­icy. He re­fused hos­pi­tal­ity in Thes­sa­lo­nica (1 Thess. 2:9; 2 Thess. 3:8). He re­ceived it in Phi­lippi, how­ever, af­ter Ly­dia dem­on­strated her dis­po­si­tion as a ser­vant of the Lord (Acts 16:15; Phil. 4:15). He never re­ceived pay­ment from the Co­rin­thi­ans (1 Cor. 9:15, 18; 2 Cor. 11:7–9), but he planned to come to them in or­der to re­ceive their sup­port (1 Cor. 16:6; 2 Cor. 1:16). In each, he re­fused rec­i­proc­ity but ac­cepted co-la­bor. A num­ber of other ap­par­ent dis­crep­an­cies may be cat­a­logued with the same res­o­lu­tion.2 
Re­fram­ing the Tra­di­tion
With these dis­tinc­tions in hand, we may re­visit some of the ques­tions we ex­plored in ear­lier chap­ters. The cat­e­gories of co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity will help us to un­der­stand mat­ters where we may oth­er­wise strug­gle to ar­tic­u­late our con­cerns. In par­tic­u­lar, we will look at three ques­tions: the sense in which a min­is­ter’s main­te­nance may be called wages, how men­tal si­mony may be dis­cerned, and the prob­lem of the men­di­cant or­ders.
Un­der­stand­ing Min­is­te­rial Wages
In Chap­ter 8, we sur­veyed sev­eral ways one might re­gard what a min­is­ter re­ceives. To con­strue it as pure char­ity does not ac­cord with Scrip­ture’s in­sis­tence on the la­borer’s wor­thi­ness; to con­strue it as the pur­chase of his spir­i­tual prod­ucts would be man­i­fest si­mony. Many then con­cluded that those who give pay a min­is­ter for his la­bor; yet we noted a strain of the tra­di­tion that found even this for­mu­la­tion in need of cor­rec­tion. Spir­i­tual la­bor is a spir­i­tual thing, so its sale does not es­cape the charge of si­mony. As was ob­served,3 no one who pays a la­borer truly de­sires the la­bor it­self, but the thing that la­bor pro­duces. In terms of mod­ern ec­o­nomic the­ory, we might frame these me­dieval ob­ser­va­tions as a sub­jec­tive the­ory of value con­tend­ing with a la­bor the­ory of value.4 Those who de­nied that one rightly should give to a min­is­ter as a pur­chase of his la­bor ar­gued in­stead that one ought to give for his sus­te­nance.
Al­ter­na­tively, we might ask whether a min­is­te­rial sti­pend is for the worker or the work. The ques­tion so posed, how­ever, turns on an am­bi­gu­ity in one word. The prep­o­si­tion “for” car­ries two dis­tinct senses: it may mean “in ex­change for,” as in the price one pays for a pur­chase, or it may mean “in sup­port of,” as in a fi­nan­cial con­tri­bu­tion to a cam­paign. The no­tion of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion sup­plies clar­ity here. To give in sup­port of the worker is co-la­bor; to give in ex­change for the work is rec­i­proc­ity. Both may be called wages as both are in some sense pay­ment for la­bor; but in the one model, the wages is­sue from the Lord while in the other they come di­rectly from a hu­man client.
This was pre­cisely the con­cern of Hus, Pa­lu­danus, Du­ran­dus, and oth­ers who ob­jected to any sim­ple for­mula of sell­ing la­bor.5 Tuck­ney and Keach, for their part, granted that a min­is­ter’s main­te­nance might be called wages, yet de­nied that it could be called base wages.6 What is this dis­tinc­tion but a rec­og­ni­tion of the me­di­ated shape those wages must take? In each case the aim was the same: to deny that a peo­ple stand in di­rect rec­i­proc­ity with their min­is­ter.
Dis­cern­ing Men­tal Si­mony
Sev­eral of the thornier cases con­sid­ered in pre­vi­ous chap­ters came down to ques­tions of men­tal si­mony.7 When out­ward sales of spir­i­tual things were un­cer­tain, canon law im­posed cer­tain reg­u­la­tions as pro­tec­tive mea­sures. Where such sales were ab­sent, theo­lo­gians de­scribed fea­tures of the con­science that might be­tray a si­mo­ni­a­cal dis­po­si­tion. The dis­tinc­tion be­tween co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity of­fers clar­ity for both of these, an­chor­ing a myr­iad of heuris­tics for the de­tec­tion of si­mony that might oth­er­wise re­main dis­con­nected.
Con­sider the place the me­dieval writ­ers gave to the ex­is­tence of a “pact.” On the one hand, there is some util­ity in the no­tion, be­cause in a pact di­rect oblig­a­tions are formed be­tween men. Typ­i­cally, the giver ex­changes di­rectly with the min­is­ter, and the min­is­ter binds him­self in di­rect oblig­a­tion to an in­di­vid­ual, act­ing un­der com­pul­sion rather than ea­gerly (1 Pet. 5:2). On the other hand, it does not take much cre­ativ­ity to iden­tify pacts that seem per­fectly ac­cept­able, such as that agree­ment by which a pas­tor agrees to care for a con­gre­ga­tion as they fi­nan­cially pro­vide for him. Rightly un­der­stood, this lat­ter pact places min­is­ter and con­gre­ga­tion un­der no im­me­di­ate oblig­a­tion to each other; it holds each to ac­count in their re­spec­tive du­ties to God (that is, co-la­bor). The min­is­ter will con­tinue to la­bor in the ser­vice of God so long as he is able by their sup­port and the peo­ple will of­fer to God by sup­port­ing his min­is­ter so long as that min­is­ter is faith­ful in the work.
The tra­di­tion named marks by which a licit gift is known, each con­ceived as an­ti­thet­i­cal to a pact: it is of­fered spon­ta­neously (spon­ta­nee), vol­un­tar­ily (vol­un­tarie), and only out of grat­i­tude.8 But each, how­ever use­ful for out­ward dis­cern­ment, leaves the un­der­ly­ing ques­tion un­asked. To give spon­ta­neously is to give with­out prior agree­ment, but one may spon­ta­neously give out of a felt oblig­a­tion to the min­is­ter as the source of the spir­i­tual things in which he la­bors. The same ap­plies to the no­tion of vol­un­tary giv­ing. The Co­rin­thi­ans, af­ter all, were al­ready sup­port­ing other teach­ers and would have given to Paul vol­un­tar­ily in ex­change for his preach­ing (1 Cor. 9:11–12), but he never en­ter­tained the trans­ac­tion (1 Cor. 9:15, 18; 2 Cor. 11:7, 12). Apart from spec­i­fy­ing its ob­ject, grat­i­tude fares no bet­ter. Is the grat­i­tude to man as the im­me­di­ate source of the spir­i­tual thing or to God? Paul’s in­ter­ac­tion with the Phi­lip­pi­ans is in­struc­tive here, as he iden­ti­fied their gift in Phi­lip­pi­ans 2:30 as a due ser­vice to him, and in 4:18 as a sort of pay­ment to him but a sac­ri­fice to God. Their re­la­tion­ship is one of part­ner­ship, co-la­bor (Phil. 1:5). Thus, while the epis­tle was oc­ca­sioned as a let­ter of thanks, Paul said re­mark­ably lit­tle by way of grat­i­tude to­ward the Phi­lip­pi­ans rather than to God.9
The in­suf­fi­ciency of these cat­e­gories shows plainly in the mod­ern prac­tice of “sug­gested do­na­tions,” wherein one who re­ceives some spir­i­tual ser­vice—typ­i­cally a form of teach­ing—is prompted to spon­ta­neously and vol­un­tar­ily give out of grat­i­tude. Yet, in spec­i­fy­ing a value to the re­cip­i­ent him­self, a price is es­sen­tially set on the ser­vice pro­vided. The jus­ti­fi­ca­tion of en­cour­ag­ing char­ity dif­fers lit­tle from the ra­tio­nale once of­fered for in­dul­gences.10 This is not to say there is no room for spe­cific pas­toral guid­ance in giv­ing, but cat­e­gories of co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity have the ca­pac­ity to frame the giv­ing as a part­ner­ship rather than a di­rect ex­change.
Me­dieval writ­ings on si­mony an­a­lyzed a num­ber of sce­nar­ios with a con­sid­er­a­tion of whether any­thing spir­i­tual is given with the hope of some ben­e­fit in re­turn. This ap­proach to iden­ti­fy­ing si­mony is, once again, in­suf­fi­cient apart from the dis­tinc­tion be­tween me­di­ated and di­rect oblig­a­tion, co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity. For ex­am­ple, mu­tual ex­changes of spir­i­tual ben­e­fit were al­ter­nately per­mit­ted or for­bid­den,11 yet jus­ti­fi­ca­tions be­tween the two were of­ten lack­ing. Con­sid­er­ing the ex­am­ples sur­veyed, why should an agree­ment to pray for each other be reck­oned licit, and an agree­ment to bap­tize each other not? While we might of­fer our own ob­jec­tions on the proper ad­min­is­tra­tors of bap­tism, us­ing the cat­e­gories of co-la­bor and rec­i­proc­ity, the dif­fer­ence is sim­ply that mu­tual prayer is gen­er­ally un­der­stood as a shared part­ner­ship in serv­ing the Lord, while the other ar­range­ment sug­gests an ex­change of spir­i­tual ser­vices. In 2 Co­rin­thi­ans 9:13–14 the apos­tle Paul even com­mended char­ity with an eye to the prayers the re­cip­i­ents will of­fer on the giver’s be­half, re­gard­ing the scheme as a form of part­ner­ship (κοινωνία).
Me­dieval theo­lo­gians like­wise at­tempted to ar­tic­u­late the senses in which preach­ing for the sake of a good com­men­da­tion might be dis­tin­guished from the si­mo­ni­a­cal mo­ti­va­tion of re­ceiv­ing man’s praise.12 A com­men­da­tion is not a price, since the es­teem a hearer gives is not his to with­hold as pay­ment; it is granted in a shared ser­vice to God. 
Cat­e­go­riz­ing Men­di­cant Sup­port
In Chap­ter 9, we traced Wil­liam of Saint-Amour’s in­sis­tence that sus­te­nance from the gospel is owed only to one who holds church of­fice, par­tic­u­larly from those un­der his care.13 Apart from a spe­cial com­mis­sion­ing, one has no right to such sup­port, and even to re­quest it is an act of si­mony. Some read­ers may find it dif­fi­cult to de­ter­mine whether Wil­liam’s po­si­tion truly arises from a con­tex­tual un­der­stand­ing of the pas­sages to which he ap­pealed or whether he de­manded more than they will al­low. How­ever, his ar­gu­ments are in sub­stance an ap­peal to the bib­li­cal no­tion of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion. Those who have been prop­erly com­mis­sioned by the church as min­is­ters or evan­ge­lists may re­quire sup­port as an act of co-la­bor, while the men­di­cants may only do so as rec­i­proc­ity.
The si­mony of the men­di­cants may be con­sid­ered by how it col­lapses each side of the tri­an­gle of oblig­a­tion. First, it com­mu­ni­cates giv­ing as a re­cip­ro­cal ex­change, such that the hearer gives di­rectly rather than to God. Of course, the fri­ars ex­plic­itly de­nied such a thing, but as their op­po­nents ob­served, to re­quest money be­fore or af­ter preach­ing is ef­fec­tively to sug­gest an ex­change of tem­po­ral things for spir­i­tual.14 The call for sup­port sug­gests hear­ers are im­me­di­ately ob­lig­ated to the preacher on ac­count of re­ceiv­ing the mes­sage preached. Sec­ond, the prac­tice of the men­di­cants com­pletely by­passes the sec­ond half of me­di­a­tion, where God gives to his min­is­ter. If God him­self re­ally is at the cen­ter of this tri­an­gle, me­di­at­ing fi­nan­cial sup­port, we must have a suf­fi­cient ac­count for his de­sire for these funds to be granted to the one who re­ceives. He com­manded that priests re­ceive from the al­tar and that min­is­ters re­ceive from the peo­ple whom they serve (1 Cor. 9:13–14), but named no one else to be pro­vided for sim­i­larly. If the New Tes­ta­ment min­is­ter re­ceives af­ter the pat­tern of the Old Tes­ta­ment min­is­ter, then he may not take that of­fice to him­self au­ton­o­mously or by vir­tue of the ap­proval of a dif­fer­ent in­sti­tu­tion (Heb. 5:4).
One com­mis­sioned by the church, such as an evan­ge­list, re­ceives his funds from those who send him. This fol­lows from both ends of the tri­an­gle once again. To re­ceive from those he is sent to would be to sug­gest rec­i­proc­ity, but if those who wish to send him bear his costs, they give to God by pro­vi­sion­ing a ser­vant with whom they co-la­bor. The apos­tle John ob­served the same dy­namic: evan­ge­lists are wor­thy of sup­port when they do not re­ceive from those to whom they are sent, and those who sup­port them be­come fel­low work­ers for the truth (3 John 7–8).
Mod­ern Con­cerns
We have seen how the no­tion of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion un­tan­gles ques­tions that for­mer gen­er­a­tions an­swered with the doc­trine of si­mony. But the ben­e­fit runs the other way as well: the older doc­trine can rem­edy mis­un­der­stand­ings of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion that are dis­tinctly mod­ern.
While other is­sues might be raised, we will ad­dress two in par­tic­u­lar, one in­sti­tu­tional, the other se­man­tic. First, what do these things mean for par­a­church in­sti­tu­tions, es­pe­cially those that would charge for teach­ing? Sec­ond, given that we mean to reg­u­late fi­nances sur­round­ing in­struc­tion in the word rather than other char­i­ta­ble ac­tiv­i­ties, how should we then speak of “min­is­try”?
The Rise of the Par­a­church
Par­a­church or­ga­ni­za­tions, de­signed to per­form min­is­try tasks out­side of the gov­ern­ment of any par­tic­u­lar church, have a long his­tory.15 At the turn of the eigh­teenth cen­tury, Thomas Bray founded both the So­ci­ety for Pro­mot­ing Chris­tian Knowl­edge (1698) and the So­ci­ety for the Prop­a­ga­tion of the Gospel in For­eign Parts (1701), as­so­ci­a­tions re­spec­tively de­signed to dis­trib­ute Chris­tian lit­er­a­ture and send, equip, and main­tain mis­sion­ar­ies.16 Over the fol­low­ing cen­tury, Brit­ain pro­duced sev­eral mis­sion­ary, Bible, and tract so­ci­eties, and Amer­i­can coun­ter­parts were soon mod­eled af­ter them.17 In the 1960s, sev­eral forces com­bined to cre­ate an ex­plo­sion of these in­sti­tu­tions.18
In erect­ing struc­tures of their own that re­main out­side any mean­ing­ful gov­er­nance by the church, these in­sti­tu­tions bear a marked re­sem­blance to the men­di­cant or­ders.19 This sim­i­lar­ity nat­u­rally ex­tends to their fund­rais­ing. A lo­cal church de­pends on the weekly giv­ing of the saints; the par­a­church or­ga­ni­za­tion, lack­ing any such con­gre­ga­tion, must cul­ti­vate a dis­tinct gen­eros­ity among its sup­port­ers or else re­sort to sales. Such or­ga­ni­za­tions are var­i­ous,20 and many of them raise no more con­cern than any other char­ity, but those de­signed to per­form the church’s pri­mary func­tions of preach­ing and teach­ing are open to the ob­jec­tions Wil­liam of Saint-Amour and John Wyc­liffe raised against the fri­ars.
Ap­plied to our own day, the an­ti­fra­ter­nal ar­gu­ments yield a sur­pris­ing im­pli­ca­tion. Par­a­church or­ga­ni­za­tions are for­bid­den not only to charge for teach­ing and preach­ing but even to re­ceive gifts vol­un­tar­ily given on ac­count of such ac­tiv­ity. That is, un­less those within these in­sti­tu­tions are ac­tu­ally com­mis­sioned by their own churches they do not qual­ify as the sort of la­borer that is wor­thy of his wages, au­tho­rized to re­ceive from the Mas­ter. Those who min­is­ter have a right to re­ceive from the al­tar (1 Cor. 9:13–14), but those who have no for­mal ec­cle­sial of­fice have not been en­trusted with any such stew­ard­ship. And even if such a man does in­deed la­bor un­der a proper call­ing (e.g., a pas­tor teach­ing in a sem­i­nary), he should be sup­ported by his own church, or those that would truly part­ner with that church, rather than so­lic­it­ing funds from those whom he serves.21
None of this set­tles the ap­pro­pri­ate shape of a call­ing or com­mis­sion; even within the Re­formed tra­di­tion, that ques­tion has a num­ber of an­swers. Nei­ther does it set­tle what sorts of do­na­tion-sup­ported or­ga­ni­za­tions may rightly as­sist the church in her work. Re­gard­less, who­ever seeks to do jus­tice to the na­ture of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion must wres­tle with the na­ture of these in­sti­tu­tions, es­pe­cially in­so­far as they are de­signed to es­tab­lish those who would be ma­te­ri­ally sus­tained on ac­count of spir­i­tual la­bors. The church is a pil­lar and ground of the truth (1 Tim. 3:15), and no other in­sti­tu­tion has been ap­pointed to it.
The Vo­cab­u­lary of Min­is­try
The con­cerns of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion re­late to the no­tion of min­is­try, that stew­ard­ship of the mys­ter­ies of God (1 Cor. 4:1). The word “min­is­try,” how­ever, has grown am­big­u­ous in con­tem­po­rary use. Our own day has seen an in­creas­ing num­ber of move­ments blend­ing the sec­u­lar and the sa­cred, and the term now stretches over nearly any en­deavor un­der­taken with a Chris­tian in­ten­tion, whether it be the la­bors of a pas­tor, char­ity to the poor, or the op­er­a­tions of a Chris­tian-branded bike shop. Rather than re­fer­ring to a def­i­nite stew­ard­ship of spir­i­tual things, “min­is­try” now names lit­tle more than a pi­ous pur­pose.
Ex­eget­i­cally, the ques­tion pri­mar­ily comes down to the proper ren­der­ing of Ephe­sians 4:12, which de­scribes the pur­pose for which Christ gave the church its apos­tles, proph­ets, evan­ge­lists, pas­tors, and teach­ers: “for the per­fect­ing of the saints, for the work of min­is­try, for the build­ing up of the body of Christ.”22 Two trans­la­tion de­ci­sions de­ter­mine whether “min­is­try” here names the work of these of­fi­cers or the work of all be­liev­ers. First, should we ren­der the three tasks as a co­or­di­nate se­ries or re­move the first comma, bind­ing the work of min­is­try to the saints rather than to the of­fi­cer? Sec­ond, should we ren­der καταρτισμός “per­fect­ing” or “equip­ping,” which im­plies a prep­a­ra­tion for some fur­ther ac­tiv­ity (that is, min­is­try)?
The lat­ter choices for each de­ci­sion are re­cent nov­el­ties. Chrys­os­tom, a na­tive speaker of Greek, as­signed all three works to the of­fi­cers them­selves,23 and all older trans­la­tions whether Eng­lish or oth­er­wise seem to be agreed on the mat­ter.24 West­cott and Hort were per­haps the first to punc­tu­ate the Greek text to in­di­cate min­is­try as the ac­tiv­ity of all be­liev­ers, omit­ting the comma af­ter “the saints” (τῶν ἁγίων),25 but from about 1940 the read­ing was pro­moted by the ec­u­men­i­cal lay-min­is­try move­ment, and later es­pe­cially by the World Coun­cil of Churches’ De­part­ments of the La­ity and Evan­ge­lism and by D. T. Niles.26 De­spite re­ceiv­ing push­back since 1980,27 al­most every ma­jor Eng­lish Prot­es­tant ver­sion since 1960 has both re­moved the first comma and traded “per­fect­ing” for “equip­ping” or a near syn­onym.28
All of this would be ir­rel­e­vant if the newer read­ing could be main­tained on the text’s own terms. How­ever, to carry it, three things must be shown at once: that the par­al­lel pur­pose clauses take dif­fer­ent im­plied sub­jects, that καταρτισμός is prop­erly trans­lated “equip,” and that ἔργον διακονίας de­notes not acts of ser­vice in the gen­eral sense but the Chris­tian min­is­try it­self.29 None of these have been dem­on­strated. T. David Gor­don judges the lay-min­is­try read­ing “so con­trary to the nat­ural gram­mar of the pas­sage, and so strik­ingly con­trary to the teach­ing of the re­main­der of the NT, that we can­not ac­count for its pop­u­lar­ity on the ba­sis of care­ful Bib­li­cal study.” Its ap­peal must in­stead be cred­ited to “the egal­i­tar­ian, anti-au­thor­i­tar­ian, pop­u­list Zeit­geist.”30 What pre­sents it­self as ex­e­ge­sis is—at least in part—a re­mak­ing of Chris­tian­ity in the im­age of the age.
We may re­frame this mod­ern con­fu­sion with the tri­an­gle of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion. For any ac­tiv­ity per­formed by man for some ben­e­fit to an­other, we may re­gard it in one of two ways. First, we may re­gard God as the spe­cial source of that ben­e­fit, ren­der­ing the re­cip­i­ent di­rectly ob­lig­ated to God. Sec­ond, we may re­gard God as no more the source of that ac­tion than of any other, in which case the re­cip­i­ent is di­rectly ob­lig­ated to man. Once every ear­nest en­deavor is “min­is­try” and every be­liever a “min­is­ter,” we must de­scend into ei­ther le­gal­ism or li­cense. If “min­is­try” equally de­scribes the ad­min­is­tra­tion of the Lord’s sup­per as well as it does a Chris­tian travel agency, then ei­ther one must of­fer for free all work ac­com­plished with no­ble in­ten­tions or it may all be sold. Mod­ern Chris­tian­ity has drifted to­ward the lat­ter, treat­ing more as sal­able and with­hold­ing less from sale. This is the nat­ural re­sult of ex­pand­ing the def­i­ni­tion of “min­is­try” so that it marks off noth­ing in par­tic­u­lar. As the say­ing goes, if every­thing is holy, noth­ing is holy.
The doc­trine of si­mony helps here by pro­vid­ing the cat­e­gory of spir­i­tual things. Dis­tin­guish­ing be­tween things of cre­ated spir­its and things of the un­cre­ated Spirit, we may iden­tify what ben­e­fits ren­der man di­rectly ob­lig­ated to other men or di­rectly ob­lig­ated to God. Even apart from re­stor­ing a nar­row con­cep­tion of the word “min­is­try,” this dis­tinc­tion re­stores the tri­an­gle where it should be, iden­ti­fy­ing man’s re­cep­tion of su­per­nat­ural gifts from God through one who stew­ards these bless­ings. 
Con­clu­sion
The oblig­a­tion be­tween a peo­ple and their min­is­ter is gen­u­ine but me­di­ated. Within this frame­work, giv­ing in re­la­tion to the min­is­try of the word may be cat­e­go­rized as ei­ther co-la­bor or rec­i­proc­ity. These cat­e­gories help us to un­der­stand is­sues raised by the older writ­ings on si­mony: min­is­te­rial wages are prop­erly co-la­bor, men­tal si­mony may be dis­cerned by re­cip­ro­cal cues, and men­di­cant sup­port es­sen­tially func­tions as a form of rec­i­proc­ity, even when pos­tur­ing as co-la­bor.
Sim­i­larly, when com­bined with the his­tor­i­cal doc­trine of si­mony, this frame­work helps us to un­der­stand mat­ters of our own time. Par­a­church or­ga­ni­za­tions de­signed to es­tab­lish teach­ers of the word en­cour­age a re­cip­ro­cal fund­rais­ing sim­i­lar to that prac­ticed by the men­di­cant or­ders. Ad­di­tion­ally, the twen­ti­eth-cen­tury in­fla­tion of the term “min­is­try” flat­tens the tri­an­gle of oblig­a­tion and re­moves the cat­e­gories by which the doc­trine of si­mony was able to flour­ish, and by which it may be able to flour­ish once again.
A doc­trine of si­mony re­cov­ered in these terms not only re­stores the dis­cern­ment older gen­er­a­tions pos­sessed but yields a re­fined clar­ity. More than that, it may be es­tab­lished so as not to be lost again. Com­bined with the no­tion of me­di­ated oblig­a­tion, the doc­trine of si­mony may be em­ployed to pos­i­tively de­scribe the na­ture of min­is­te­rial main­te­nance rather than merely con­front con­tem­po­rary ills. As such, it has the ca­pac­ity to out­last any cor­rup­tion it erad­i­cates.
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Chapter 16
Present Danger
Pre­vi­ous gen­er­a­tions of­ten re­garded si­mony as one of the great­est dan­gers of their own day. To what de­gree do these con­cerns ap­ply to­day among evan­gel­i­cals? The re­cov­ery of a doc­trine should end in proper use, and proper use re­quires an up­dated as­sess­ment of its present ap­pli­ca­tion. In some ways we have pro­vided that in the last two chap­ters, but points of in­quiry re­main.
First, we should con­sider the dif­fi­cul­ties of dis­cern­ing and ac­knowl­edg­ing mod­ern si­mony. Sec­ond, we should con­sider the grav­ity of si­mony and its cure.
The Dif­fi­culty of Dis­cern­ing Mod­ern Si­mony
Mod­ern si­mony is dif­fi­cult to dis­cern on ac­count of both the sub­ject and ob­ject. As re­gards the sub­ject, we have lost im­por­tant cat­e­gories; as re­gards the ob­ject, the com­mon of­fenses have shifted greatly from what they once were. In ei­ther case, a ro­bust doc­trine of si­mony is the rem­edy.
Miss­ing Cat­e­gories
In the ap­pen­dix to Nine­teen Eighty-Four, George Or­well de­scribed the for­ma­tion of “New­speak,” a ver­sion of Eng­lish so pared of its vo­cab­u­lary that it ren­dered so­phis­ti­cated thought im­pos­si­ble. By this, the to­tal­i­tar­ian re­gime that im­posed the lan­guage be­came in­vin­ci­ble. If one lacks the words to de­scribe evil, he tends to strug­gle to even iden­tify it. Or­well’s sce­nario was a fic­tion of his own mak­ing, but this phe­nom­e­non of lan­guage and cog­ni­tion has been iden­ti­fied by sci­en­tists in var­i­ous em­pir­i­cal stud­ies. For ex­am­ple, com­pared to a speaker whose lan­guage fea­tures a word for a par­tic­u­lar shade of color, a speaker whose lan­guage fea­tures no sim­i­lar word ex­pe­ri­ences more dif­fi­culty quickly dis­tin­guish­ing that shade from its neigh­bors.1
So it is with the doc­trine of si­mony. Once its vo­cab­u­lary is lost, the sale of spir­i­tual things may go en­tirely un­de­tected. Re­cov­er­ing the vo­cab­u­lary of si­mony, as we have done here, is there­fore a first task. The va­ri­eties of spir­i­tual things (by es­sence and by cause)2 to­gether with their an­nexes (by di­rec­tion and by de­pen­dence)3 al­low us to iden­tify the spir­i­tual side of the ex­change. The Gre­go­rian triad (the gift of the hand, the tongue, and ser­vice)4 iden­ti­fies the tem­po­ral. And this is only the core vo­cab­u­lary of the ex­change it­self. Be­yond it lie the modes of ex­change, and within these, the var­i­ous modes of giv­ing and re­ceiv­ing.
There is al­most cer­tainly room to re­cover and de­velop fur­ther vo­cab­u­lary still. Yet given the breadth al­ready cov­ered, the greater part of the work that re­mains may be not ex­pan­sion but re­fine­ment, sharp­en­ing of the cat­e­gories al­ready in hand. The sharper our vo­cab­u­lary of si­mony grows, the bet­ter our abil­ity to dis­cern it be­comes.
Shift­ing Of­fenses
For­mer ap­pear­ances of si­mony have largely re­ceded from view. Com­merce in or­di­na­tions, sac­ra­ments, in­dul­gences, rel­ics, the right of pa­tron­age, etc. is rare. This is not to say that the old forms are ex­tinct. They sur­vive in some mea­sure in Ro­man Cathol­i­cism and East­ern Or­tho­doxy, and even among Prot­es­tant churches re­ports of things like bap­tism fees are not en­tirely un­heard of. The bat­tles fought by for­mer gen­er­a­tions against the man­i­fes­ta­tions of si­mony in their own day were largely won.
Yet si­mony is pro­tean.5 We have ob­served how the ad­vent of copy­right has per­mit­ted peo­ple to sell bib­li­cal teach­ing it­self in a way that was for­merly im­pos­si­ble,6 and re­cent phe­nom­ena like the for­mal­iza­tion of bib­li­cal coun­sel­ing have cre­ated more op­por­tu­ni­ties for com­merce in spir­i­tual things.
As the pace of tech­nol­ogy quick­ens, so does the trans­for­ma­tion of si­mony. Dig­i­tal me­dia have opened new chan­nels for mon­e­tiz­ing doc­trine, and the plat­forms that fa­cil­i­tate this in­tro­duce their own com­plex­i­ties. Ad­ver­tise­ments and rev­enue shar­ing—some­times not even op­tional—do not have the ap­pear­ance of a di­rect sale, but in­volve their own sorts of ex­changes. Our cul­ture has mul­ti­plied the ways a spir­i­tual thing may be an­nexed to a ma­te­rial thing, and with them the oc­ca­sions for con­fu­sion. Some are plainly in­no­cent; while the prac­tice con­tin­ued,7 no Alaska Air­lines cus­tomer could rea­son­ably un­der­stand his air­fare as a pur­chase of a verse on a prayer card. Oth­ers, such as theol­ogy cruises, re­quire more con­sid­er­a­tion.
The chang­ing na­ture of si­mony is noth­ing new. For ex­am­ple, in Prot­es­tant Eng­land the prev­a­lent form of si­mony had shifted from the sale of or­ders to cor­rup­tion in the col­la­tion and pro­vi­sion of ben­e­fices, si­mo­ni­a­cal or­di­na­tion hav­ing grown rare as si­mo­ni­a­cal deal­ing in ben­e­fices grew fre­quent.8 A new era yielded a new man­i­fes­ta­tion of the sin, but es­tab­lished doc­trine fur­nished the means to iden­tify and pro­scribe it. Re­gard­ing this phe­nom­e­non, one nine­teenth-cen­tury pro­fes­sor of civil law ob­served, “The view of the an­cients and mod­erns has been in­var­i­ably the same, and that the for­mer have prin­ci­pally in­veighed against si­mony of the one de­scrip­tion, the lat­ter against si­mony of the other de­scrip­tion, arises not from any dif­fer­ent view taken by the church as to the na­ture of the of­fence, but from the change of dis­ci­pline which change of times and man­ners has ren­dered nec­es­sary.”9
Proper def­i­ni­tions keep si­mony from pass­ing un­rec­og­nized when its ap­pear­ance changes. When these foun­da­tions erode, hard-won ground is eas­ily lost. The house swept clean of one form of the of­fense may have seven more re­turn in its place, so that the last state is worse than the first. This threat of in­va­sion is ef­fec­tively mit­i­gated with a proper doc­trine of si­mony res­i­dent in the church. 
The Dif­fi­culty of Ac­knowl­edg­ing Mod­ern Si­mony
Re­gard­ing mod­ern si­mony, the dif­fi­culty of ac­knowl­edg­ment at least ri­vals, if not ex­ceeds, the dif­fi­culty of dis­cern­ment. Peo­ple are eas­ily gov­erned by com­pet­ing au­thor­i­ties though they may re­gard them­selves as un­bi­ased judges. We might break these down into two pri­mary cat­e­gories: the au­thor­ity of other men and the au­thor­ity of self-in­ter­est.
The Weight of an Im­plied Con­sen­sus
Com­mon prac­tices among rel­a­tively elite ranks sug­gest to on­look­ers a stud­ied con­sen­sus, and their pro­pri­ety is of­ten as­sumed on ac­count of this im­plied au­thor­ity. Such cus­toms form from a va­ri­ety of fac­tors and of­ten go with­out ever be­ing sub­jected to se­ri­ous scru­tiny. Such is the case with mod­ern si­mony. Be­cause the sale of spir­i­tual teach­ing sat­u­rates the Chris­tian land­scape, it ex­erts a kind of he­ge­mony. The par­tic­i­pants in this com­merce in­clude not only false teach­ers and char­la­tans but men of un­ques­tioned de­vo­tion, so chal­lenges to it are of­ten re­garded as ma­li­cious at­tacks against the pil­lars of the church.
We might par­ti­tion those af­fected by this phe­nom­e­non into three groups. First, there are those who prac­tice or en­dorse the sale of spir­i­tual teach­ing with ob­sti­nacy. Like the priests of Mi­cah’s day, they pre­sume upon the mercy of the Lord on ac­count of the ubiq­uity of the prac­tice. Sec­ond, some are un­cer­tain on the is­sue, but with­hold firm judg­ments against the sale of spir­i­tual teach­ing on ac­count of an ap­par­ent con­sen­sus to the con­trary. Third, there are those who have con­cluded yet hold their tongue for fear of op­pos­ing the masses.
In any of these cases, the doc­trine of si­mony ex­poses the ar­ti­fi­cial­ity of this au­thor­ity. First, re­call that the me­dievals ar­rived at con­clu­sions that di­rectly re­jected such ap­peals to au­thor­ity. They rec­og­nized the per­va­sive­ness of the sin, and even those who re­spected Rome were forced to con­clude that its high­est bishop could not be guar­an­teed to be free from the stain of si­mony.10 Sec­ond, sim­ply the use of tech­ni­cal terms and cat­e­gories de­mands a rea­soned re­sponse that mere prac­tices do not pro­vide. Third, an an­cient tra­di­tion re­frames the whole no­tion of con­sen­sus, widen­ing it from one gen­er­a­tion of the faith­ful to many. 
Con­flicts of In­ter­est
Many strug­gle to ap­proach the ques­tion hon­estly be­cause the an­swer is of sig­nif­i­cant per­sonal con­se­quence. Up­ton Sin­clair fa­mously quipped, “It is dif­fi­cult to get a man to un­der­stand some­thing, when his sal­ary de­pends upon his not un­der­stand­ing it!”11 The claim is not that such men know­ingly sup­press the truth but that such in­ter­est works qui­etly upon the judg­ment, mak­ing the most con­ve­nient con­clu­sions ap­pear the most likely.
This in­ter­est gov­erns one’s read­ing of Scrip­ture. In Chap­ter 8, we ob­served that those who pro­mote the sale of spir­i­tual things of­ten em­ploy 1 Co­rin­thi­ans 9:14 in their de­fense.12 Paul es­tab­lished a min­is­ter’s right to fi­nan­cial sup­port in the first four­teen verses, yet this is only the ini­tial prem­ise of the apos­tle’s dis­course. The weight of the ar­gu­ment falls on its re­main­der and Paul’s re­fusal to use that au­thor­ity (1 Cor. 9:15, 18).13 Those who ap­peal to the pas­sage com­monly stop at the prem­ise. Con­tend­ing against seat rents in the nine­teenth cen­tury, James Begg ob­served the same se­lec­tive quo­ta­tion from his op­po­nents, re­mark­ing that they “al­ways halt in the mid­dle of the apos­tle’s state­ment with an ev­i­dent de­sign.”14
Many are hes­i­tant to iden­tify the sin where it may in­ter­fere with their present ac­tiv­i­ties or even re­quire re­pen­tance for past ones. In the four­teenth cen­tury, this was di­rectly high­lighted by the pop­u­lar Epis­tola Lu­ciferi, a sat­ire penned in the guise of “Lu­cifer prince of dark­ness,” ad­dressed to the prel­ates of the church, thank­ing them for their faith­ful ser­vice to his king­dom.15 Therein, the devil ob­serves that cor­rupt clergy can­not speak out against si­mony be­cause she is their mother: “We com­mend to you our very dear daugh­ters, Pride, Av­a­rice, Fraud, Lux­ury, and the oth­ers, es­pe­cially Lady Si­mony, who has made you and suck­led you with her own breasts and nour­ished you. And you shall not call her si­mony or sin, be­cause you own every­thing.”16
This in­ter­ested blind­ness is not re­stricted to pre­vi­ous cen­turies. To­day, though it is rarely sug­gested, the idea that sem­i­nary tu­ition or theol­ogy text roy­al­ties should be re­garded as il­licit is pre­cluded as an in­tol­er­a­ble con­clu­sion. Even apart from those with a fi­nan­cial stake in in­sti­tu­tions that sell bib­li­cal teach­ing, nearly every­one within the church has ben­e­fited in some way from them, and has among them friends, men­tors, or ben­e­fac­tors. Few are will­ing to in­dict those they love and who have served them well.
So long as the sale of spir­i­tual teach­ing is treated as a mat­ter of prac­ti­cal judg­ment of wis­dom, pro­por­tion, or taste, in­ter­est will al­ways find room to ma­neu­ver; such judg­ments are end­lessly ne­go­tiable. Prin­ci­ple keeps the mat­ter from be­ing dif­fuse and de­mands a con­sis­tency that re­sists, at least in some mea­sure, per­sonal bias. A re­cov­ered doc­trine of si­mony pro­vides that prin­ci­ple and forces the is­sue. 
The Grav­ity of Mod­ern Si­mony
We have al­ready sur­veyed how pre­vi­ous gen­er­a­tions spoke of si­mony and weighed it against other sins.17 How­ever, we have yet to pro­vide our own as­sess­ment of these con­clu­sions, es­pe­cially as they re­late to the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing to­day.
Her­esy
As we saw in Chap­ter 13, si­mony was long re­garded as a her­esy. The charge be­gan with Greg­ory the Great, whose la­bel of si­mo­ni­aca haere­sis was main­tained by later gen­er­a­tions. The im­plicit claim that a price could be placed on a price­less grace was re­garded as a fun­da­men­tal de­nial of the faith. Does this same rea­son­ing ap­ply to mod­ern si­mony? And is “her­esy” even the proper cat­e­gory to ap­ply here?
God’s word is clear that di­vine rev­e­la­tion is price­less. When the psalm­ist spoke of the law of God’s mouth as be­ing worth more than thou­sands of pieces of gold and sil­ver (Ps. 119:72), the idea is not that it is worth slightly more, but that it can­not be weighed against them at all. Wis­dom is more pre­cious than ru­bies, and noth­ing can be com­pared with her (Prov. 3:15). To sell Scrip­ture—or that teach­ing which is de­rived from it—is there­fore to put a price on that which is price­less. More­over, bib­li­cal teach­ing of the word of God does not merely de­scribe him, but com­mu­ni­cates the In­fi­nite One him­self. It would be man­i­fest her­esy to deny God’s eter­nity or im­men­sity—that he tran­scends both time and space—be­cause it as­cribes crea­ture­li­ness to the Cre­ator. This is pre­cisely what takes place in idol­a­try (Isa. 40:18, 25). There­fore, to treat di­vine rev­e­la­tion as sal­able is to treat God him­self as sal­able, val­ued along with cre­ation.
Her­esy is at bot­tom a de­nial of the gospel, and the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing func­tions as such a de­nial. Though this may not be ob­vi­ous at first, it fol­lows from two ob­ser­va­tions made in Chap­ter 14. First, right bib­li­cal teach­ing—what­ever its scope—nec­es­sar­ily com­mu­ni­cates the gospel.18 Sec­ond, the proc­la­ma­tion of the gospel is not a mere ves­sel for its mes­sage; the “word of his grace” (Acts 14:3; 20:32) is it­self given by that grace.19 To bor­row Mar­shall Mc­Luhan’s fa­mous phrase, the me­dium is the mes­sage.20 It is not merely that the word of God ought to be of­fered “with­out money and with­out price” (Isa. 55:1; cf. Rev. 21:6; 22:17), but that what is of­fered for a price must be some­thing other than the gospel. This is not to claim ab­so­lutely that no one could learn the sav­ing mes­sage through paid in­struc­tion, only that such un­der­stand­ing comes de­spite the sale, not on ac­count of it.
More­over, it is the un­par­don­able sin, even as Wyc­liffe and Hus ob­served.21 Con­sider the two kinds of tem­po­rary faith de­scribed in Scrip­ture, es­pe­cially as de­lin­eated in the par­a­ble of the sower with the rocky soil and the thorny soil. The rocky soil falls away on ac­count of dif­fi­culty (Matt. 13:21; Luke 8:13), while the thorny soil falls away on ac­count of the plea­sures of this life (Matt. 13:22; Luke 8:14). It is this sec­ond fail­ure that He­brews 6:6 marks as im­pos­si­ble to re­new to re­pen­tance, speak­ing of the land that “bears thorns and this­tles” (Heb. 6:8). The dis­tinc­tion is fur­ther dem­on­strated in Pe­ter and Ju­das, the for­mer cor­re­spond­ing to the rocky soil and the lat­ter to the thorny. Pe­ter de­nied his Lord out of fear but was later re­stored; Ju­das de­liv­ered him up out of greed and per­ished. The si­mo­niac sins in the man­ner of Ju­das.
All of this re­quires qual­i­fi­ca­tion.22 Si­mony ex­ists in out­ward ac­tion, typ­i­cally with­out the in­ward con­vic­tion that would make it her­esy in all the afore­men­tioned senses. The idea of a prac­ti­cal her­esy is not for­eign to Scrip­ture, which even speaks of the fool who says in his heart “There is no God” (Ps. 14:1; 53:1). This is not a set­tled creed of athe­ism but a prac­ti­cal dis­re­gard of di­vine judg­ment. Though Ju­das was the son of per­di­tion, Si­mon Ma­gus him­self re­ceived the hope of for­give­ness at the words of Pe­ter (Acts 8:22). Re­gard­less, the sin of si­mony re­mains a grave dan­ger as does any sort of her­esy. Even those who out­wardly com­mit it play with fire. 
The Great­est Sin
A num­ber of theo­lo­gians iden­ti­fied si­mony as not only a great sin, but the great­est sin.23 In part, this is car­ried by the afore­men­tioned com­ments on si­mony’s re­la­tion to the un­par­don­able sin. Those who would count the things of this earth as hav­ing a value com­pa­ra­ble to Christ such that he could be traded for them “cru­cify again to them­selves the Son of God” (Heb. 6:6).
Not all who sell holy things truly in­tend to prize the world above their Lord, but the se­ver­ity of the ex­pres­sion re­mains. What­ever the in­ward res­er­va­tion, no deed de­clares a know­ing and cul­pa­ble de­val­u­a­tion of the gospel more plainly than fix­ing a lit­eral price on it. Thus, Scrip­ture names the love of money a root of all kinds of evil and places the ser­vice of mam­mon in di­rect com­pe­ti­tion with ser­vice to the Lord (1 Tim. 6:10; Matt. 6:24). In the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing, a man places Christ be­low ma­te­rial things in the plain­est terms the choice can take.
Alarm over the sale of re­li­gion tends to set­tle on those who ac­tively pro­mote false teach­ing.24 The prof­i­teer­ing of pros­per­ity preach­ers, for ex­am­ple, is fre­quently sin­gled out for spe­cial con­dem­na­tion, yet our find­ings here should lead us to ques­tion this judg­ment. We must re­sist the urge to weigh sin only by the harm done to man and not by the of­fense given to God. The false teacher’s lies are a sep­a­rate mat­ter. On that nar­rower ques­tion of the sale it­self, pric­ing what is worth­less is a mote be­side pric­ing what is price­less. We should not be quick to sup­pose that De­me­trius the sil­ver­smith sinned more griev­ously in sell­ing false gods (Acts 19:24) than did Ju­das in sell­ing the true God. Af­ter all, the New Tes­ta­ment re­gards Bal­aam as chief among de­plor­able mer­ce­nary proph­ets (2 Pet. 2:15; Jude 11), but all his words were true (Num. 22:38; 23:12).
Ep­i­thets
The charge of her­esy and its as­so­ci­ated rhet­o­ric are only a sam­ple of the lan­guage the an­cients turned against si­mony. One sev­en­teenth-cen­tury min­is­ter writ­ing on the topic re­ported, “I could amass many other sharp in­vec­tives of the fa­thers against this crime; but I for­bear, lest this ar­ti­cle swell to too great a bulk.”25 Few to­day have the pal­ate for this sort of rhet­o­ric, but mod­ern sen­si­bil­i­ties aside, we must ask whether there is truth to some of the more se­vere ap­pel­la­tions, es­pe­cially in re­gard to the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing. Two we ex­am­ined in Chap­ter 12 war­rant re­vis­it­ing: lep­rosy and sodomy.
As for “lep­rosy,” the stan­dard ob­ser­va­tion was of its con­ta­gion: as one si­mo­niac or­dained an­other, the cor­rup­tion of of­fice per­pet­u­ated it­self.26 The con­cern may seem to weaken once the doc­trine is ap­plied to the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing, but in prac­tice it is no dif­fer­ent. Those raised into min­is­try un­der men who sell their teach­ing learn to sell in turn. A large bulk of train­ing for min­is­try in our day takes place in sem­i­nar­ies where pro­fes­sors are funded by tu­ition rather than by churches. Im­plic­itly, those de­signed to serve as role mod­els en­dorse the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing. Be­yond the sem­i­nar­ies, the lo­cal church of­ten re­di­rects its mem­bers to par­a­church min­is­tries that charge those seek­ing in­struc­tion. When those so raised take up the work of teach­ing, they com­monly prac­tice—or at least con­done—what was mod­eled for them. More­over, we should heed Am­brose’s ar­gu­ment: bib­li­cal pat­terns per­mit and per­haps even re­quire un­der­stand­ing Ge­hazi’s curse as ap­ply­ing to those who fol­low him in his sin rather than his phys­i­cal de­scen­dants.27
To re­visit the ra­tio­nale be­hind the la­bel of “sodomy,” as the sodom­ite per­verts nat­ural acts, the si­mo­niac per­verts gra­cious acts; one spills the seed of the body, the other spills the seed of the word.28 While this rhet­o­ric is the least likely to sur­vive mod­ern scru­ples, it ap­plies strik­ingly well to the va­ri­eties of si­mony that ex­ist most com­monly to­day. A teacher la­bors at great pains over the word, de­vel­ops his teach­ing, and then places it be­hind a pay­wall, un­der­min­ing the spir­i­tual fruit­ful­ness that might have re­sulted.
Be­fore dis­miss­ing the use of such rhet­o­ric, we should re­mem­ber that Pe­ter was will­ing to pro­nounce male­dic­tions against Si­mon: “May your sil­ver per­ish with you, be­cause you thought you could ob­tain the gift of God with money” (Acts 8:20), and Christ was will­ing to over­turn ta­bles on ac­count of com­merce in the house of God. Those who stand in a po­si­tion to cor­rect teach­ers who sell their in­struc­tion must be pre­pared to “re­buke them sharply” (Ti­tus 1:13). 
The Cure for Mod­ern Si­mony
Hav­ing con­sid­ered the dan­ger, what is the rem­edy? The twin needs of the hour are zeal and knowl­edge, or more specif­i­cally, zeal ac­cord­ing to knowl­edge.
Zeal
Re­call the ad­mo­ni­tion of Greg­ory the Great: who­ever does not “burn ve­he­mently” against si­mony ac­cord­ing to his sta­tion will have his por­tion with Si­mon.29 The Lord calls his peo­ple, and most es­pe­cially his min­is­ters, to vig­or­ously op­pose the sale of spir­i­tual things. Not only are we to take no part in the un­fruit­ful works of dark­ness, but we are to ex­pose them (Eph. 5:11). Many bib­li­cal pas­sages may be added to re­in­force this point.30
This zeal re­quires a cour­age that is nec­es­sar­ily at odds with the fear of man. Many be­lieved but re­fused to fol­low Je­sus be­cause they loved the glory that comes from man more than the glory that comes from God (John 12:42–43). Ul­ti­mately, this re­quires a love of God so great that it could even be said to im­ply a ha­tred of man (Ps. 139:21; Luke 14:26). But such a pos­ture is the only kind of true love for man, since love “does not re­joice in un­right­eous­ness” (1 Cor. 13:6).
By zeal, Christ cleansed the tem­ple, and it is by zeal that he will con­tinue to cleanse the tem­ple of his church. He calls his peo­ple to share in this right­eous in­dig­na­tion (Ps. 119:53).
Knowl­edge
Proper zeal ex­ists and op­er­ates ac­cord­ing to knowl­edge (Rom. 10:2). The doc­trine of si­mony sup­plies that knowl­edge, ap­pro­pri­ately di­rect­ing zeal. Tyn­dale ob­served the need for ex­per­tise, mix­ing the fig­ure of fleec­ing the flock with that of wolves in sheep’s cloth­ing: “The par­son shear­eth, the vicar shav­eth, the parish priest pol­leth, the friar scrap­eth, and the par­doner par­eth, we lack but a butcher to poll off the skin. […] What other thing are these in a realm save horse­leeches […] and those wolves which Paul proph­e­sied should come and should not spare the flock, Acts 20 chap. And which Christ said should come in lambs’ skins, and bade us be­ware of them and judge them by their works.”31
Where doc­tri­nal knowl­edge is lack­ing, prac­ti­cal judg­ments will fill the gap. This errs in at least two ways. First, it fo­cuses on the most ob­vi­ous of­fend­ers, which are not even nec­es­sar­ily the worst of­fend­ers. Con­sider our ear­lier com­par­i­son be­tween those who would sell false teach­ing and those who would sell true teach­ing. The lat­ter is in some ways a greater of­fense, but those fo­cused on the prac­ti­cal will pri­mar­ily, if not ex­clu­sively, di­rect their at­ten­tion to the for­mer. Sec­ond, it will per­mit prac­ti­cal con­cerns to ex­cuse sin­ful be­hav­ior if they can­not be im­me­di­ately an­swered. Many will ex­cuse the sale of teach­ing be­cause they can­not say how teach­ers might oth­er­wise be sup­ported. Prag­ma­tism can­not be per­mit­ted to trump prin­ci­ple, and prag­matic com­pro­mises in the things of God do not typ­i­cally ren­der the de­sired re­sults since he who is sov­er­eign over the out­come will not be mocked (Prov. 11:24; Gal. 6:7).
Many think of knowl­edge as pri­mar­ily tem­per­ing zeal, but right un­der­stand­ing gen­er­ates zeal. The one who can name a sin is far more ca­pa­ble of burn­ing against it than one who can­not. It is only the ones who study the law deeply who can know its breadth (Ps. 119:96), be­com­ing aware of those things to which it speaks. This is es­pe­cially true with re­gard to men­tal si­mony, since in­ward sins are the ones that most of­ten elude the con­science (Rom. 7:7; Matt. 5:21–22, 27–28). Many jus­tify ped­dlers of the word on the ba­sis of a sup­posed sin­cer­ity, not re­al­iz­ing that a man who holds out his faith to those who pay and with­holds it from those who can­not nec­es­sar­ily re­veals an ul­te­rior mo­tive (2 Cor. 2:17; James 2:1, 9–10).
We have made ini­tial steps in pro­vid­ing a right un­der­stand­ing here, but pos­si­bly our his­tor­i­cal sur­vey has raised more ques­tions than it has set­tled. Sev­eral mat­ters we en­coun­tered de­serve fuller treat­ment than they have re­ceived in our analy­sis. We have not com­mented on mod­ern prac­tices of fi­nan­cial ex­changes in wed­dings and fu­ner­als, though these were fre­quently ad­dressed by the me­dieval theo­lo­gians and canon­ists. Me­dieval and Re­formed con­cerns about pas­toral sal­aries have like­wise been left un­ap­plied to our era. Even some things to which we have given a closer ex­am­i­na­tion—such as the anti-fra­ter­nal ap­proach to ad­dress­ing si­mony—de­serve ded­i­cated treat­ments. The fur­ther re­cov­ery of the doc­trine of si­mony will be a great bless­ing to the church, of­fer­ing the knowl­edge nec­es­sary to di­rect right­eous zeal. 
Con­clu­sion
A re­cov­ered doc­trine of si­mony aids in dis­cern­ing the sin, giv­ing a vo­cab­u­lary and prin­ci­ples which al­low us to iden­tify it de­spite its chang­ing na­ture. That re­trieval like­wise aids in ac­knowl­edg­ing the sin by mit­i­gat­ing the com­pet­ing fac­tors that would com­mend si­lence. Even in its mod­ern forms, si­mony may be re­garded as a prac­ti­cal her­esy, counted among the chief sins, and even tar­geted with the same rhet­o­ric used by saints of the past.
While such com­mit­ments and strat­e­gies may seem less than gen­teel, the dif­fi­culty may be nav­i­gated by a zeal that is ac­cord­ing to knowl­edge. Right un­der­stand­ing both di­rects and gen­er­ates right zeal, that same zeal by which Christ cleansed the tem­ple of com­merce in the days of his earthly min­is­try.
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Conclusion
Si­mony is an ear­nest de­sire to buy or sell some­thing spir­i­tual or some­thing an­nexed to a spir­i­tual thing. The doc­trine was af­firmed in prin­ci­ple by the fa­thers, de­fined and elab­o­rated by the me­dievals in theol­ogy and law, wielded by the Re­form­ers, and then slowly for­got­ten as the gross­est abuses were cor­rected. In the fore­go­ing sec­tions, we con­sid­ered the def­i­ni­tion of si­mony, ex­am­in­ing the na­ture of spir­i­tual things, the cir­cum­stances of their ex­change, and the de­sire that it­self con­sti­tutes the sin. We also ex­plored the bound­aries of licit and il­licit giv­ing, re­veal­ing the shape of the min­is­ter’s proper main­te­nance: from the peo­ple he re­ceives honor rather than a price for his ser­vice or la­bor; from God, his true em­ployer, he re­ceives wages. Then, we sur­veyed how the tra­di­tion grounded its case in Scrip­ture and classed the trans­gres­sion as a spe­cies of her­esy. To buy or sell a spir­i­tual thing is to put a price on the price­less and un­der­mine the very char­ac­ter of grace. Lastly, we built on this foun­da­tion to an­a­lyze the si­mony that ex­ists in our own day and iden­tify what may be done about it.
Along with those who have at­tempted to hon­estly an­a­lyze the con­di­tion of the church in their own day, we must ac­knowl­edge that we have pre­sented a bleak pic­ture in dem­on­strat­ing the prev­a­lence of com­merce in spir­i­tual things.1 Si­mony plagued the me­dieval church, and it re­mains the lep­rosy of the twenty-first-cen­tury church. In­so­far as her den­i­zens con­tinue to tol­er­ate the sale of bib­li­cal teach­ing with self-as­sur­ance, they in­vite the same de­struc­tion that caused Je­ru­salem to be­come a heap of ru­ins (Mic. 3:11–12), yet she will be saved at the last (Rev. 20:9).
The path of re­pen­tance will not be easy. Some­time around the feast of Bar­thol­o­mew in Au­gust 1540, Lu­ther’s wife Ka­tha­rina joked that he should be­gin charg­ing his stu­dents. The doc­tor re­joined, “For thirty years I have taught and preached for free. Why would I now, in my de­crepit old age, be­gin to sell any­thing?”2 For many it will be the op­po­site: they have taught at a price for dec­ades; why should they now change their ways? While many of the present gen­er­a­tion may not catch this wave of re­form, the body of Christ will grow into the full stat­ure of Christ, and on the ba­sis of this pre­cious and very great prom­ise we have a cer­tain hope that this cor­rup­tion within her will be greatly di­min­ished be­fore he re­turns.
A re­cov­ered doc­trine of si­mony adds im­me­di­acy to that hope. Much re­mains to be done, and many ar­eas re­main un­ex­plored, but per­haps this ini­tial ef­fort will sup­ply the equip­ment by which we may be­gin chart­ing the murky wa­ters that lie be­fore us.
May the Al­mighty grant re­pen­tance to the wicked in or­der that they may, if pos­si­ble, be for­given the in­tent of their hearts and set free from the gall of bit­ter­ness and the bond of in­iq­uity.
Notes
1. One nine­teenth-cen­tury An­gli­can cler­gy­man wrote, “That the state­ments I have laid be­fore you present a mel­an­choly view, through a long pe­riod of the Church, of that cor­rup­tion, which, even in holy things, has so con­stantly ex­hib­ited its bane­ful form, we must con­fess.” Willis, Si­mony: In Two Parts, 25.
2. Lu­ther, Tis­chre­den, no. 5187 (WA TR 4, 704:18–23).


Appendix A: The Layman’s Complaint
The epi­graph of this book is known to schol­ar­ship as “The Lay­man’s Com­plaint.” The ear­li­est copy ap­pears in a fif­teenth-cen­tury hand in a man­u­script of Pore Cai­tiff, a four­teenth-cen­tury de­vo­tional work as­so­ci­ated with the rise of the Lol­lards.1 Pore Cai­tiff it­self, “like most Eng­lish com­po­si­tions of the time,” was “once as­cribed to Wyc­liffe.”2
Original3
Þou þat sell­est þe worde of God,Be þou berfot, be þou schod,Cum nomore here.Inprinci­pio erat verbumIs þe worde of God, all and sum,6Þat þou sell­est, lewed frere.Hit is cursed sy­monieEþer to selle or to byeOny gostly þinge;Þer­fore, frere, go as þou come,And hold þe in þi hows at home12Til we þe almis brynge.God­dis lawe ȝe reuerson,And mennes how­sis ȝe persen,As Poul beriþ wit­tnes.As myd­day deuelis goynge abowteFor money lowle ȝe lowte,18Flat­teringe boyþe more and lesse.Modernized
Thou that sell­est the word of God,Be thou bare­foot, be thou shod,°Come no more here.In prin­ci­pio erat ver­bum°Is the word of God, all and some,°6That thou sell­est, lewd° friar.It is cursed si­monyEi­ther to sell or to buyAny ghostly° thing;There­fore, friar, go as thou come,And hold thee in thy house at home12Till we thee alms bring.°God’s law ye re­verse,And men’s houses ye pierce,°As Paul bear­eth wit­ness.As mid­day dev­ils° go­ing about,For money lowly ye lout,°18Flat­ter­ing both more and less.°
2 Be thou bare­foot, be thou shod. Some fri­ars went bare­foot to dem­on­strate their vow of pov­erty.
4 In prin­ci­pio erat ver­bum. “In the be­gin­ning was the word,” John 1:1 in Latin. This was a stan­dard greet­ing of the men­di­cant fri­ars.
5 All and some. Part and par­cel.
6 Lewd. Ig­no­rant.
9 Ghostly. Spir­i­tual.
11–12 Hold thee in thy house at home / Till we thee alms bring. An in­ver­sion of the men­di­cant pro­gram: the friar is to stay home, and the alms he would beg for never come.
14 Men’s houses ye pierce. An al­lu­sion to 2 Tim­o­thy 3:6 in the Wyclif­fite Bible.
16 Mid­day dev­ils. A per­son­i­fi­ca­tion of the sin of ace­dia, the ne­glect of duty.
17 Lout. Bow.
18 More and less. Rich and poor.
Notes
1. Ut­ley, “The Lay­man’s Com­plaint and the Friar’s An­swer,” 141.
2. Allen, “Some Four­teenth Cen­tury Bor­row­ings,” 4.
3. As pro­vided in Ut­ley, “The Lay­man’s Com­plaint and the Friar’s An­swer,” 144, with nor­mal­ized cap­i­tal­iza­tion, ital­ics rep­re­sent­ing ex­pan­sions of ab­bre­vi­a­tions, and sup­plied punc­tu­a­tion.


Glossary
Ad­vow­son. The right to present a can­di­date to a va­cant ben­e­fice.
Ben­e­fice. A church of­fice en­dowed with an in­come.
Canon. (1) A rule en­acted by a coun­cil or other church au­thor­ity. (2) A mem­ber of a cathe­dral or col­le­giate chap­ter.
Canon­ist. A spe­cial­ist in canon law.
Chrism. Con­se­crated oil, used in bap­tism, con­fir­ma­tion, and or­di­na­tion.
Clerk. A cler­gy­man.
Col­la­tion. Con­fer­ral of a ben­e­fice by the bishop him­self, where no pa­tron pre­sents.
Col­le­giate church. A church served by a chap­ter of canons but not the seat of a bishop.
Cu­rate. The cler­gy­man with the ac­tual charge of a parish.
Dis­pen­sa­tion. A re­lax­a­tion of a canon in a par­tic­u­lar case.
En­dow­ment. A per­ma­nent fund sup­port­ing a church or ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fice.
Fe­of­fee. A lay­man hold­ing prop­erty in trust for a parish or re­li­gious body.
Glossa or­di­na­ria. The stan­dard me­dieval com­men­tary on a text: the Bible, the De­cre­tum, or the Dec­re­tals.
Im­pro­pri­a­tion. A ben­e­fice whose tithes are held by a lay­man, who pays the cler­gy­man serv­ing it.
In­dul­gence. A re­mis­sion of the tem­po­ral pen­alty due for sin, in whole (ple­nary) or in part.
Pal­lium. The woolen band sent by the pope to a new arch­bishop.
Par­son. The cler­gy­man hold­ing a parish ben­e­fice.
Pen­sion. A yearly charge re­served out of a ben­e­fice’s in­come.
Prebend. The share of a cathe­dral’s or col­le­giate church’s rev­enues al­lot­ted to a canon.
Pre­fer­ment. Ap­point­ment or pro­mo­tion to an ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal of­fice.
Prel­ate. A bishop or other high ec­cle­si­as­ti­cal dig­ni­tary.
Pre­sen­ta­tion. The pa­tron’s nom­i­na­tion of a cler­gy­man to the bishop for a va­cant ben­e­fice.
Right of pa­tron­age. A landowner’s au­thor­ity over the church on his es­tate, of which the ad­vow­son is the op­er­a­tive right.
Vicar. The cler­gy­man hold­ing a parish ben­e­fice whose great tithes be­long to an­other.
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